
 

Britain’s royal wedding: Not much bread but there’s plenty of circuses  

 
 

 
 

Witness the media torrent of sickly sentimentality over the royal 
wedding. 
Derek McMillan, Our Royal Correspondent, from the Socialist, paper of the 
Socialist Party (CWI England & Wales) 29 April 2011 
 
The Roman Emperors dealt with economic crisis with a policy of ’bread and 
circuses’. The Con-Dems are determined to leave out the bread and just 
give us the circuses.  
 
Much has been made of Premier Cameron’s deliberations over whether he 
looks better as a lounge lizard or a stuffed shirt. Serious stuff. It makes 
Cameron look a fool which is no bad thing but it diverts attention from the 
realities of the state of the Con-Dem Nation.  
 
Royal Family  
We should be grateful that, although the country cannot afford health, 
welfare, education, libraries or pensions, at least we can afford for two 
over-privileged parasites to live like pigs in clover. It’s romantic isn’t it?  
 
And of course the media Royal Correspondents stress that Middleton is "a 
commoner". About as common as hen’s teeth in fact. The Middletons are 
from an elite, every bit as remote from the ’common people’ as the 
Windsors.  
 
The significance of "blue blood" is that in the past the royals and the 
aristos had pale skin because they did not work outside like the peasantry 
so their blue veins were more likely to be visible. None of the millionaire 
Middletons has to turn an honest day’s work and indeed they look to 
expand their business empire with their royal connections.  
 
On the other hand it is important for the Windsors to bring new blue blood 
into the family as is all too evident in Prince Charles and Prince Philip. 
Daft as a pair of Poundland brushes.  
 
So watch the royal circus and enjoy it. After all you paid for it!  
http://www.socialistworld.net/doc/5031 

 

Founder's Career Ends in Disgrace  

 



 
 
 

 
 
A Run on Grameen Bank's Integrity 
Patrick Bond (Counter Punch) 28 April 2011 
 
Bangladesh’s once-legendary banking environment is now fatally polluted. 
The rot is spreading so fast and far that the entire global microfinance 
industry is threatened. Controversy ranges far beyond poisonous local 
politics, the factor most often cited by those despondent about Grameen 
Bank’s worsening crisis. 

Add to library 

http://ccs.ukzn.ac.za/default.asp?3,28,11,3955 

 

Europe's Crisis and the Pain in Spain 

 
 

 
 

Conn Hallinan 28 April 2011 
 
When the current economic crisis hit Europe in 2008, small countries on 
the periphery were its first victims: Iceland, Ireland, and Latvia. Within a 
year it had spread to Greece and Portugal, though the GDP of both 
nations-respectively 11th and 12th in the European Union (EU)-are hardly 
central to the continent's economic engine. 
 
But now the contagion threatens to strike at the center of Europe. Spain, 
the fifth largest economy in the EU and 13th largest in the world, is 
staggering under a combination of debt and growth-killing austerity, and 
the balance books in Italy, the Union's fourth largest economy, don't look 
much better. Indeed, Italy's national debt is higher than that of Greece, 
Ireland or Portugal, three countries that have been forced to apply for 
bailouts. 
 
Spain is a victim of the same real estate bubble that tanked the Irish 
economy. In fact, house prices in both countries rose at almost exactly the 
same rate: 500 percent over the decade. A feeding frenzy of speculation, 
fueled by generous banks and accommodating governments, saw tens of 
thousands of housing units built that were never inhabited. There are 
currently 50,000 unsold units in Madrid alone and, according to the web 
site Pisosembargados, Spanish banks are on track to eventually repossess 
upwards of 300,000 units. 
 
Bailing out Ireland, Portugal and Greece has strained the financial 



resources of the EU and the International Monetary Fund (IMF), but 
rescuing Spain would be considerably more expensive. If Italy goes-with an 
economy a third larger than Spain's and more than twice as big as that of 
the EU's three current basket cases-it is not clear the Union or its 
currency, the Euro, could survive. 
 
Given the current tack being taken by EU and the IMF, that might not be 
the worst outcome for the distressed countries involved. The current 
formula for "saving" economies in Ireland and Greece consists of severely 
depressing economic activity that is likely to lock those countries into a 
downward spiral of poverty and unemployment that will last at least a 
decade. 
 
First, it is important to understand that the so- called "bailouts" of Greece 
and Ireland, and the one proposed for Portugal, will not "save" those 
countries' economies. As Simon Tilford, chief economist for Center for 
European Reform, points out, the money is being borrowed-at a high 
interest rate-to bail out speculators in Germany, France and Britain. It is 
German, French, British, and Dutch banks that will profit from these 
"packages," not the citizens of Ireland, Greece, or Portugal. 
 
Indeed, Portugal was forced to ask for a bailout, not because its economy 
is in particularly bad shape, but because speculators in other EU countries 
drove up borrowing rates to a level that the government could no longer 
afford. Rather than intervening to nip off the speculators, the European 
Central Bank sat on its hands until the damage was done, the government 
fell, and Portugal was essentially forced to sue for peace. The price for 
that will be steep: severe austerity, brutal cutbacks, rising unemployment, 
and a stagnant economy. 
 
Spain and Italy are vulnerable to the same forces that forced Portugal to 
its knees, only they are far bigger countries whose economic distress will 
have global effects. 
 
The current blueprint for reducing debt is to cut spending and privatize. 
But in a recession, cutbacks increase unemployment, which reduces tax 
revenues. That requires governments to borrow money, which increases 
debt and leads to yet more cutbacks. Once an economy is caught in this 
"debt trap," it is very difficult to break out. And when economies do 
improve, cutbacks to education, health care, housing and transportation 
put those countries at a competitive disadvantage. 
 
For instance, Spain has drastically cut its education budget, resulting in a 
wave of "early leaving" students-at a rate that is double that of the EU as a 
whole-and a drop in reading, math and science skills. Those figures hardly 
bode well for an economy in the information age. 
 
The "cuts to solve debt" theory is being played out in real time these days. 
 
When the Conservative-Liberal alliance took over in Britain, it cut spending 
$128 billion over five years, on the theory that attacking the deficit would 
secure the "trust" of the financial community, thus lowering interest rates 
to fuel economic growth. But retail sales fell 3.5 percent in March, 
household income is predicted to fall 2 percent, and projections for growth 
have been downgraded from 2.4 percent to 1.7 percent. In terms of British 
people's incomes, this is the worst performance since the Great Depression 
of the 1930s. "In my view, we are in serious danger of a double-dip 
recession," says London Business School economist Richard Portes. 
 
As bad as things are in Britain, they are considerable worse in those 



countries that bought into the "bail out." Ireland's growth rate has been 
downgraded from an anemic 2.3 to a virtual flat line 1 percent, personal 
income has declined 20 percent, and unemployment is at 14 percent. 
Greece is, if anything, worse, with a 30 percent jobless rate among the 
young, an economy that is projected to fall 4 percent this year, and 
between 2 and 3 percent the next. 
 
If Portugal-with an unemployment rate of 14 percent-takes the $116 billion 
bailout, it will torpedo what is left of that nation's economy. 
 
Even the managing director of the IMF seems to be taking a second look at 
this approach. Dominique Strauss-Kahn recently quoted John Maynard 
Keyes about the need for full employment and a more equal distribution of 
wealth and income. He also warned that bailing out the financial sector 
and focusing just on debt at the expense of the economy is a dead end 
strategy: ".the lesson is clear: the biggest threat to fiscal sustainability is 
low growth." 
 
Is this a serious change of heart by the organization, or does one needs to 
take the IMF director's recent comments with a grain of salt? He is rumored 
to be resigning this summer to run for president of France as a Socialist. 
Hard- nosed market fundamentalism is not exactly the path toward 
heading up that particular ticket. And while Strauss-Kahn says one thing, 
the IMF's board of directors-largely dominated by the U.S. Treasury 
Department-has yet to signal a change in course. 
 
However, the director's comments may reflect a growing recognition that 
"bailouts" that protect banks and their investors, while locking countries 
into a decade of falling growth and rising poverty, are not only politically 
unsustainable, they makes little economic sense. 
 
The next step is debt restructuring, which means investors will have to 
take some losses-a "haircut," interest rates will be lowered, and payments 
stretched out over a longer period of time. So far, Greece and Portugal are 
refusing to consider restructuring because it will affect their credit status, 
but in the end they may have no choice in the matter. 
 
"The basic reality is that we cannot service our debt," Greek economist 
Theodore Pelagid told the New York Times, "We don't need another 
bailout, we need creditors to take a hit." 
 
Of course, there is always the Argentine approach: default. Faced with an 
astronomical debt burden, a stalled economy, and growing poverty, 
Buenos Aires tossed in the towel and walked away from the debt in 2001. 
"The economy shrank for just one quarter," writes Mark Weisbrot of the 
Guardian (UK),"and then grew 63 percent over the next six years, 
recovering its pre- crisis level of GDP in just three years." 
 
So far there is no talk of defaulting by the financially stressed European 
countries, but the subject is sure to come up, particularly given the 
growing anger of the populace at the current austerity programs. Hundreds 
of thousands of people have poured into the streets of Athens, Lisbon and 
London to challenge the austerity-debt mantra, demonstrations that are 
likely to grow in the coming months as the full impact of the cutbacks hit 
home. 
 
Iceland recently voted to reject a 30-year plan to pay British and Dutch 
banks $5.8 billion to cover their depositors who speculated on Iceland's 
high interests rates. Britain and the Netherlands are threatening to block 
Iceland's EU membership bid if it doesn't pay up, but these days, threats 



like that might be treated more with relief than chagrin in Reykjavik. 
 
The bailouts have had a devastating impact on European politics. 
Governments have fallen in Ireland and Portugal, and the Greek 
government is deeply unpopular. In essence, the demands of banks and 
bondholders are unbalancing democratic institutions across the continent. 
 
Spain's unemployment rate is 20 percent, the highest in Europe. If the EU 
and the IMF sells it a "bailout" similar to the ones Ireland, Greece and 
Portugal accepted, Spain's "pain" will be long lasting and brutal. 
 
And Italy - with its decade-long 1 percent growth rate - waits in the wings. 
 
If Italy goes, the EU will be split between northern haves and southern 
have-nots. Can a house so divided long endure?  
www.zcommunications.org 

 

Libya: It's Not About Oil, It's About Currency and Loans  

 
 

 
 

John Perkins 26 April 2011  
 
World Bank President Robert Zoellick Thursday said he hopes the 
institution will have a role rebuilding Libya as it emerges from current 
unrest. 
 
Zoellick at a panel discussion noted the bank's early role in the 
reconstruction of France, Japan and other nations after World War II. 
 
"Reconstruction now means (Ivory Coast), it means southern Sudan, it 
means Liberia, it means Sri Lanka, I hope it will mean Libya," Zoellick said. 
 
On Ivory Coast, Zoellick said he hoped that within "a couple weeks" the 
bank would move forward with "some hundred millions of dollars of 
emergency support."( By Jeffrey Sparshott, Of DOW JONES 
NEWSWIRES -full article here ) 
 
We listen to U.S. spokespeople try to explain why we're suddenly now 
entangled in another Middle East war. Many of us find ourselves 
questioning the official justifications. We are aware that the true causes of 
our engagement are rarely discussed in the media or by our government. 
 
While many of the rationalizations describe resources, especially oil, as 
the reasons why we should be in that country, there are also an increasing 
number of dissenting voices. For the most part, these revolve around 
Libya's financial relationship with the World Bank, International Monetary 
Fund (IMF), the Bank for International Settlements (BIS), and multinational 
corporations. 
 
According to the IMF, Libya's Central Bank is 100% state owned. The IMF 
estimates that the bank has nearly 144 tons of gold in its vaults. It is 
significant that in the months running up to the UN resolution that allowed 
the US and its allies to send troops into Libya, Muammar al-Qaddafi was 
openly advocating the creation of a new currency that would rival the 
dollar and the euro. In fact, he called upon African and Muslim nations to 
join an alliance that would make this new currency, the gold dinar, their 
primary form of money and foreign exchange. They would sell oil and 
other resources to the US and the rest of the world only for gold dinars.  



 
The US, the other G-8 countries, the World Bank, IMF, BIS, and 
multinational corporations do not look kindly on leaders who threaten their 
dominance over world currency markets or who appear to be moving away 
from the international banking system that favors the corporatocracy. 
Saddam Hussein had advocated policies similar to those expressed by 
Qaddafi shortly before the US sent troops into Iraq. 
 
In my talks, I often find it necessary to remind audiences of a point that 
seems obvious to me but is misunderstood by so many: that the World Bank 
is not really a world bank at all; it is, rather a U. S. bank. Ditto, its closest 
sibling, the IMF. In fact, if one looks at the World Bank and IMF executive 
boards and the votes each member of the board has, one sees that the 
United States controls about 16 percent of the votes in the World 
Bank - (Compared with Japan at about 7%, the second largest member, 
China at 4.5%, Germany with 4.00%, and the United Kingdom and France 
with about 3.8% each), nearly 17% of the IMF votes (Compared with Japan 
and Germany at about 6% and UK and France at nearly 5%), and the US 
holds veto power over all major decisions. Furthermore, the United States 
President appoints the World Bank President. 
 
So, we might ask ourselves: What happens when a "rogue" country 
threatens to bring the banking system that benefits the corporatocracy to 
its knees? What happens to an "empire" when it can no longer effectively 
be overtly imperialistic? 
 
One definition of "Empire" (per my book The Secret History of the 
American Empire) states that an empire is a nation that dominates other 
nations by imposing its own currency on the lands under its control. The 
empire maintains a large standing military that is ready to protect the 
currency and the entire economic system that depends on it through 
extreme violence, if necessary. The ancient Romans did this. So did the 
Spanish and the British during their days of empire-building. Now, the US 
or, more to the point, the corporatocracy, is doing it and is determined to 
punish any individual who tries to stop them. Qaddafi is but the latest 
example. 
 
Understanding the war against Quaddafi as a war in defense of empire is 
another step in the direction of helping us ask ourselves whether we want 
to continue along this path of empire-building. Or do we instead want to 
honor the democratic principles we are taught to believe are the 
foundations of our country?  
 
History teaches that empires do not endure; they collapse or are 
overthrown. Wars ensue and another empire fills the vacuum. The past 
sends a compelling message. We must change. We cannot afford to watch 
history repeat itself. 
 
Let us not allow this empire to collapse and be replaced by another. 
Instead, let us all vow to create a new consciousness. Let the grass-roots 
movements in the Middle East - fostered by the young who must live with 
the future and are fueled through social networks - inspire us to demand 
that our country, our financial institutions and the corporations that 
depend on us to buy their goods and services commit themselves to 
fashioning a world that is sustainable, just, peaceful, and prosperous for 
all. 
 
We stand at the threshold. It is time for you and me to step across that 
threshold, to move out of the dark void of brutal exploitation and greed 
into the light of compassion and cooperation.  



my.auburnjournal.com 
 
John Perkins, from 1971 to 1981 he worked for the international consulting 
firm of Chas T. Main where he was a self-described "economic hit man." He 
is the author of the new book Confessions of an Economic Hit 
Man.http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article8171.htm 
www.johnperkins.org 

 

 

Climate finance leadership risks global bankruptcy 

 
 

 
 

 
Patrick Bond 26 April 2011 
 
South Africa’s most vocal neoliberal politician, Trevor Manuel, is 
apparently being seriously considered as co-chair of the Green Climate 
Fund. On April 28-29 in Mexico City, Manuel and other elites meet to 
design the world’s biggest-ever replenishing pool of aid money: a promised 
$100 billion of annual grants by 2020, more than the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank and allied regional banks put together.  
 
The Climate Justice lobby is furious, because as a network of 90 
progressive organizations wrote to the United Nations, “The integrity and 
potential of a truly just and effective climate fund has already been 
compromised by the 2010 Cancún decisions to involve the World Bank as 
interim trustee.” A Friends of the Earth International study earlier this 
month attacked the Bank for increased coal financing, especially $3.75 
billion loaned to South Africa’s Eskom a year ago. 
 
Manuel chaired the Bank/IMF Board of Governors in 2000, as well as the 
Bank’s Development Committee from 2001-05. He was one of two United 
Nations Special Envoys to the 2002 Monterrey Financing for Development 
summit, a member of Tony Blair’s 2004-05 Commission for Africa, and 
chair of the 2007 G-20 summit.  
 
Manuel was appointed UN Special Envoy for Development Finance in 2008, 
headed a 2009 IMF committee that successfully advocated a $750 billion 
capital increase, and served on the UN’s High Level Advisory Group on 
Climate Change Finance in 2010. (Within the latter, he suggested that up 
to half the $100 billion climate fund be sourced from controversial private-
sector emissions trading, not aid budgets.) 
 
No one from the Third World has such experience, nor has anyone in these 
circuits such a formidable anti-colonial political pedigree, including several 
1980s police detentions as one of Cape Town’s most important anti-
apartheid activists. Yet despite occasional rhetorical attacks on 
“Washington Consensus” economic policies (part of SA’s “talk left walk 
right” tradition), since the mid-1990s Manuel has been loyal to the pro-
corporate cause.  
 
Even before taking power in 1994, he was considered a World Economic 
Forum “Global Leader for Tomorrow”, and in 1997 and 2007 Euromoney 
magazine named him African Finance Minister of the Year. No wonder, as 
in late 1993 he had agreed to repay apartheid-era commercial bank debt 
against all logic, and negotiated an $850 million IMF loan that 
straightjacketed Nelson Mandela.  



 
With Manuel as trade minister from 1994-96, liberalisation demolished the 
clothing, textile, footwear, appliance, electronics and other vulnerable 
manufacturing sectors, as he drove tariffs below what even the World 
Trade Organisation demanded. After moving to the finance ministry in 
1996, Manuel imposed the “non-negotiable” Growth, Employment and 
Redistribution policy (co-authored by World Bank staff), which by the time 
of its 2001 demise had not achieved a single target aside from inflation.  
 
Manuel also cut the primary corporate tax rate from 48 percent in 1994 to 
30 percent five years later, and then allowed the country’s biggest 
corporations to move their financial headquarters to London, which 
ballooned the current account deficit. That in turn required Manuel to 
arrange such vast financing inflows that the foreign debt soared from the 
$25 billion inherited at apartheid’s close to $80 billion by early 2009. 
 
At that stage, with the world economy teetering, The Economist magazine 
named South Africa the most risky of the 17 main emerging markets, and 
the SA government released data conceding that the country was much 
more economically divided than in 1994, overtaking Brazil as the world’s 
most unequal major country.  
 
“We are not in recession,” Manuel quickly declared in February 2009. 
“Although it sometimes feels in people’s minds that the economy is in 
recession, as of now we are looking at positive growth.” At that very 
moment, it turned out, the SA economy was shrinking by a stunning 6.4 
percent (annualized), and indeed had been in recession for several months 
prior.  
 
More than 1.2 million jobs were lost in the subsequent year, as 
unemployment soared to around 40 percent (including those who gave up 
looking). But in October 2008, just as IMF managing director Dominque 
Strauss-Kahn told the rest of the world to try quick-fix state deficit 
spending, Manuel sent the opposite message to his impoverished 
constituents: “We need to disabuse people of the notion that we will have 
a mighty powerful developmental state capable of planning and creating 
all manner of employment.”  
 
This echoed his 2001 statement to a local Sunday newspaper: “I want 
someone to tell me how the government is going to create jobs. It’s a 
terrible admission, but governments around the world are impotent when 
it comes to creating jobs.” 
 
Governments under the neoliberal thumb are also impotent when it comes 
to service delivery, and thanks partly to his fiscal conservatism, municipal 
state failure characterizes all of South Africa, resulting in more protests 
per capita against local government in Manuel’s latter years as finance 
minister than nearly anywhere in the world (the police count at peak was 
more than 10,000/year).  
 
Ironically, said Manuel in his miserly 2004 budget speech, “The privilege 
we have in a democratic South Africa is that the poor are unbelievably 
tolerant.” In 2008, when an opposition politician begged that food 
vouchers be made available, Manuel replied that there was no way to 
ensure “vouchers will be distributed and used for food only, and not to buy 
alcohol or other things.” 
 
Disgust for poor people extended to AIDS medicines, which in December 
2001 aligned Manuel with his AIDS-denialist president Thabo Mbeki in 
refusing access: “The little I know about anti-retrovirals is that unless you 



maintain a very strict regime ... they can pump you full of anti-retrovirals, 
sadly, all that you’re going to do, because you are erratic, is to develop a 
series of drug-resistant diseases inside your body.” 
 
Instead of delivering sufficient medicines, money and post-neoliberal 
policy to the health system, schools and municipalities, Manuel promoted 
privatization, even at the Monterrey global finance summit: “Public-
private partnerships are important win-win tools for governments and the 
private sector, as they provide an innovative way of delivering public 
services in a cost-effective manner.” 
 
He not only supported privatisation in principle, as finance minister Manuel 
put enormous pressure (equivalent to IMF conditionality) on municipalities 
– especially Johannesburg in 1999 – to impose commodification on the 
citizenry. In one of the world’s most important early 21st century water 
wars, residents of Soweto rebelled and the French firm Suez was 
eventually evicted from managing Johannesburg’s water in 2006. 
 
Water privatisation was Washington Consensus advice, and as Manuel once 
put it, “Our relationship with the World Bank is generally structured 
around the reservoir of knowledge in the Bank” – with South Africa a 
guinea pig for the late-1990s “Knowledge Bank” strategy. Virtually without 
exception, Bank missions and neoliberal policy support in fields such as 
water, land reform, housing, public works, healthcare, and 
macroeconomics failed to deliver. 
 
In spite of neoliberal ideology’s disgrace, president Jacob Zuma retained 
Manuel and his policies in 2009. In September that year, Congress of SA 
Trade Unions president Sdumo Dlamini called Manuel the “shop steward of 
business” because of his “outrageous” plea to the World Economic Forum’s 
Cape Town summit that business fight harder against workers. The 
mineworkers union termed Manuel’s challenge “bile, totally irresponsible… 
To say that business crumbles too easily is to reinforce business 
arrogance.” 
 
Manuel also disappointed feminists for his persistent failure to keep 
budgeting promises, even transparency. “How do you measure 
government’s commitment to gender equality if you don’t know where the 
money’s going?”, asked the Institute for Democracy in South Africa’s Penny 
Parenzee. Former ruling-party politician Pregs Govender helped developed 
gender-budgeting in 1994 but within a decade complained that Manuel 
reduced it to a “public relations exercise”. 
 
As for a commitment to internationalism, in early 2009 when Pretoria 
revoked a visitor’s visa for the Dalai Lama on Beijing’s orders, Manuel 
defended the ban on the exiled Tibetan leader: “To say anything against 
the Dalai Lama is, in some quarters, equivalent to trying to shoot Bambi.”  
 
At the same moment Manuel was sabotaging Zimbabwe’s recovery 
strategy, chosen by the new government of national unity, by insisting that 
Harare first repay $1 billion in arrears to the World Bank and IMF, 
otherwise “there was no way the plan could work.” Zimbabwean 
economist Eddie Cross complained, “In fact the IMF specifically told us to 
put the issue of debt management on the back burner… The South Africans 
on the other hand have reversed that proposal – I do not know on whose 
authority, but they are not being helpful at all.” 
 
Given his biases and his miserable record, many within SA’s community, 
labour, environment, women’s, solidarity and AIDS-treatment movements 
would be happy to see the back of Manuel. His own career predilections 



may be decisive. Often suggested as a candidate for the top job at the 
Bank or IMF, Manuel recently confirmed anger at the way local politics 
evolved after Zuma booted Mbeki from the SA presidency.  
 
In an open public letter last month, for example, Manuel told Zuma’s main 
spokesperson, Jimmy Manyi, “your behaviour is of the worst-order racist” 
after a (year-old) incident in which Manyi, then lead labour department 
official, claimed there were too many coloured workers in the Western 
Cape in relation to other parts of SA. Manyi had earlier offered a half-
baked apology, but suffered no punishment. Once a political titan, Manuel 
now appears as has-been gadfly. 
 
His disillusionment apparently began in December 2007, just prior to 
Mbeki’s defeat in the African National Congress (ANC) leadership election. 
After his finance ministry job was threatened by Zuma assistant Mo Shaik’s 
offhanded comments, Manuel penned another enraged open letter: “Your 
conduct is certainly not something in the tradition of the ANC… You have 
no right to turn this organisation into something that serves your ego.” In 
May 2009 Shaik, whose brother Schabir was convicted of corrupting Zuma 
during the infamous $6 billion arms deal, was made director of the SA 
intelligence service. Manuel was downgraded to a resource-scarce, do-
little planning ministry.  
 
It is easy to sympathize with Manuel’s frustrating struggle against 
ethnicism and cronyism, especially after his opponents’ apparent victories. 
However, former ANC member of parliament Andrew Feinstein records 
that the finance minister knew of arms-deal bribes solicited by the late 
defense minister Joe Modise. In court, Feinstein testified (without 
challenge) that in late 2000, Manuel surreptitiously advised him over 
lunch, “It’s possible there was some shit in the deal. But if there was, no 
one will ever uncover it. They’re not that stupid. Just let it lie.” Remarked 
Terry Crawford-Browne of Economists Allied for Arms Reduction, “By 
actively blocking thorough investigation of bribery payments, Manuel 
facilitated such crimes.” 
 
Nevertheless, the myth of Manuel’s financial wizardry and integrity 
continues, in part thanks to a 600-page puff-piece biography, Choice not 
Fate (Penguin, 2008) by his former spokesperson Pippa Green (subsidized 
by BHP Billiton, Anglo American, Total oil and Rand Merchant Bank). And 
after all, recent politico-moral and economic scandals by World Bank 
presidents Robert Zoellick and Paul Wolfowitz (whom in 2005 Manuel 
welcomed to the job as “a wonderful individual . . . perfectly capable”) 
confirm that global elites are already scraping the bottom of the financial 
leadership barrel. 
 
Yet it is still tragic that as host to 2011’s world climate summit, South 
Africa leads (non-petroleum countries) in carbon emissions/GDP/capita, 
twenty times higher than even the US. Even more tragic: Manuel’s final 
budget countenanced more than $100 billion for additional coal-fired and 
nuclear power plants in coming years.  
 
In sum, Manuel’s leadership of the Green Climate Fund adds a new 
quantum of global-scale risk. His long history of collaboration with 
Washington-London raises prospects for “default” by the industrialized 
North on payment of climate debt to the impoverished South. Indeed, if 
Pretoria’s main man link to the Bretton Woods Institutions, Manuel, co-
chairs the fund and gives the Bank more influence, then expect new forms 
of subprime financing and blunt neoliberal economic weapons potentially 
fatal to climate change mitigation and adaptation. 
 



(Patrick Bond is with the University of KwaZulu-Natal Centre for Civil 
Society in Durban 
 
 

 

We export food to import food 

 
 

 
 

Nebiyu Eyassu First Published in Pambazuka 23 April 2011 
 
Nebiyu Eyassu cuts through the supposed benefits of foreign agricultural 
investments - so-called land grabs - for a country like Ethiopia. Far from 
boosting employment and local food security, land grabs are likely to prop 
up a discredited government and increase hunger. 
 
In recent years there has been an upsurge of agricultural investment in the 
developing world. Its alleged purpose is to curb the recent global food 
crisis that has seen serious volatility in the global food market system, 
causing significant price hikes on key global foods, such as rice.  
 
The price hike in global food has prompted certain countries to seek cheap 
and fertile farmland beyond their borders in order to guarantee food 
security for themselves. To achieve this goal such states are encouraging 
their domestic agro-businesses, tied to their national interests, to invest in 
countries like Ethiopia, Sudan, Madagascar, Tanzania and Argentina, to 
name a few. Capital invested in far-away farms will produce food cheaply, 
which will then be exported back to the country where the original capital 
came from. In this way, the volatility of the international food market can 
be avoided and national food security achieved. 
 
To accomplish this goal, a key step is to convince developing nations to 
give up their fertile land to foreign investors. One of the baits designed for 
the purpose of persuasion is the promise of infrastructure and the sharing 
of information and technology in agricultural science. The other promise 
made to host nations is of capital gained from food exports, which can 
then be reinvested in the country. For underdeveloped countries, who face 
serious food insecurity, and who are often unable to feed their population, 
this may sound too good to pass by, particularly if host nation governments 
are too naive, or are otherwise unconcerned.  
 
In Ethiopia, we have had hundreds of foreign investors grabbing fertile 
land at incredibly low cost. The scale of the spree is unprecedented. 
Investors are describing the deal as ‘green gold’. Ethiopia’s untilled land, 
located in some of the most fertile parts of the country, is now being sold 
to foreign interests for less than its true worth. Foreign investors are given 
perks, tax holidays lasting years, and essentially they are exempt from any 
royalties. 
 
The government of Ethiopia promises this process will mitigate the 
nation’s chronic food insecurity and allow domestic farmers to gain 
knowledge from the expertise of foreign agro-business. It also says dollars 
gained form exporting food can alleviate Ethiopia’s endemic food crises. 
By this analysis, the premise of the EPRDF government seems to be ‘we 
export food to import food’. Leaving aside the initial absurdity of the 
claim, it is necessary to note that the inadequacy of this argument has 
been amply demonstrated in many developing countries.  
 
Although this issue of land-grabbing by foreign interests is new to Ethiopia, 
it is no stranger to other parts of the developing world. The history of 



foreign agro-business intrusion in some Latin American and Caribbean 
countries is enlightening to say the least. In northeastern Brazil, the region 
was extensively farmed by foreign agricultural interests for centuries. 
Unfortunately this region has nothing to show for it now. Today the region 
is the poorest part of the country with the least food security and one of 
the highest malnutrition rates in Latin America. Contrary to the promises 
made by companies that farmed Brazil’s fertile soil, the outcome has been 
very grim. In his famous book ‘Open Veins of Latin America’, Eduardo 
Galliano, commenting on Brazil’s northeast, says, ‘Naturally fitted to 
produce food, it became a place of hunger. Where everything had bloomed 
exuberantly, the destructive and all dominating plantation left sterile 
rock, washed out soil, and eroded lands.’ Are Ethiopia’s own fertile lands 
headed for the same fate? What makes the current foreign agricultural 
adventure in Ethiopia any different? 
 
In fact, the environmental destruction of the land has already begun in this 
initial phase. Around Gambella region, Karuturi, an Indian company, which 
owns large swaths of the region, is heavily involved in burning forests and 
grasslands to make way for potential farmland. It would be unfair to single 
out Karuturi alone. Other foreign companies who have settled in the region 
are no more saintly. They are also using slash and burn techniques to clear 
land. There is no doubt the flora and fauna will be lost forever as a result. 
Pastureland is fast becoming eviscerated, affecting local herders, who 
depend on their livestock for survival. This process of pastoral land 
elimination could have negative consequences for currently inflated meat 
prices in Ethiopia, which will undoubtedly exasperate existent levels of 
high malnutrition in the country. 
 
According to the government, these lands given to foreign investors were 
idle lands, ready to be gobbled up into the global food system without 
much disturbance. However, this view depends on one’s definition of ‘idle 
land’. Pastureland may seem idle, but its usefulness is undeniable.  
 
Another key consideration should be about the inevitable damage and cost 
to future generations. Given the fact that Ethiopia is very much a country 
of the future, demographically speaking, this should concern us. Intensive 
farming by foreign agro-business has a history of ravaging the land and 
turning fertile soil into depleted soil in a short period of time. Other parts 
of the globe where this has been practiced testifies to the inevitability of 
environmental destruction. In a land that is potentially the breadbasket of 
Ethiopia, if not the whole Horn of Africa, such degradation is a real loss for 
future generations and therefore presents a moral challenge for us today.  
 
Employment offered by these farms is purported to be a benefit for local 
communities. Never mind that the main reason why locals seek this work is 
primarily because the agro-businesses have forced them to abandon their 
old pastoralist way of life.  
 
Take away this option of survival and people are left with no other choice 
but to accept slave wages working on foreign farms. In a way the agri-
business creates the labour surplus for itself and manages to keep wages 
extremely low. The wage paid to workers, on average about $1.50 (25 Birr) 
for a day’s work, is nowhere near enough to survive without additional 
food aid. According to a recent documentary, some farm workers in 
southern Ethiopia complained they were getting paid seven birr per day, 
instead of the 25 birr initially promised. That is about 50 cents a day in 
dollar terms. By these estimates the lives of these workers were 
considerably better before the introduction of foreign agri-business. 
Instead of food security, food insecurity is created, perhaps even serious 
malnutrition.  



 
To add insult to injury none of the produce from these farms will be 
available to local markets. However, there is talk of selling some of the 
produce to aid agencies. The World Food Program intends to buy some of 
this grain in order to assist hungry people. Ironically, this group of 
intended food aid recipients will include those working to produce it in the 
first place. Ethiopia’s government is calling this sustainable development.  
 
In an effort to rush through this controversial issue unimpeded, the 
government has sought to bypass all transparency. It is fully aware that an 
open discussion on the issue would expose the absurdities of its claim. 
Deals with foreign investors were approved backhandedly for this reason.  
 
The government expects a few scattered utterances here and there by its 
officials to be accepted as a national discussion on the matter. The 
government also knows it has no chance of convincing people because 
further evaluation of the agreements reveals gaping holes. The people of 
Ethiopia are being asked to believe absurdities such as ‘we export food in 
order to import food’ as a viable economic option to guarantee national 
food security. However, the most basic comprehension of economics tells 
us this is nearly impossible. Given Ethiopia’s dwindling currency exchange, 
what sense is there in purchasing grain from the international market, 
while exporting domestic grain? Can exported grain used as a cash-crop 
generate enough capital to be able to import food affordably and 
sustainably? Muddying the waters and diverting the issue under the guise of 
food security is certainly a cruel way of hoodwinking a hungry population. 
It is not clear what the benefit will be to Ethiopia. In most instances the 
harm done is much greater than the gain. 
 
Perhaps the EPRDF government views these deals as solidifiers of its 
international connections, especially with emerging markets. Gifting land 
can guarantee political support. As a beleaguered party, EPRDF knows its 
survival depends on bringing some particularly heavy hitters into the fold. 
What better way to bring them on board than to give them what they most 
require and what Ethiopia has to offer, namely land and water? 
 
It is important to point out that some of these excited shoppers include 
states with dreadful human rights records. One of these, among several, is 
Saudi Arabia. Surely if the going gets tough for Ethiopia’s ruling party, the 
Saudi’s can be counted upon to prop up their friend in need, no matter 
how badly democracy and human rights are trampled. It seems these two 
are a match made in heaven. Generally, although the loss is great for 
Ethiopia, the gain has been significant for the ruling party. Is the EPRDF 
trying to garner vested interest in the country for its own political 
existence and at the cost of the nation? 
 
Politics aside, there are other alternatives for agricultural development in 
Ethiopia. If the government was truly interested, Ethiopia’s agricultural 
output can be developed in a way that is much more sustainable and 
equitable. For instance, although small, there is a significant amount of 
capital within the country to boost farming capacity in hitherto unexplored 
areas of the country.  
 
Perhaps a genuinely interested government can enhance and facilitate the 
efforts of investors within Ethiopia’s borders to import technology and to 
train domestically run agro-business interests. The aim here is not to blow 
the bank, but to increase investment in a sustainable way. After all, isn’t 
this how major agri-businesses got their start in their country of birth? 
Another option to boost domestic farm output would have been to invite 
wealthy Ethiopians living abroad, especially those with interest and 



knowledge, to invest in the area.  
 
Even though these later approaches were never discussed, for political 
reasons, there is a strong argument for their viability. Certainly they are 
much more likely to produce the intended result than the mostly 
unaccountable foreign companies ever will. 
 
The scale of farming that is based on domestic investment would be 
smaller and thus friendlier to the local environment and local 
communities, while simultaneously allowing for a significant increase in 
domestic farm output. Most importantly, this option would have placed 
domestic interests in control of national food production, a much more 
viable and positive proposition for Ethiopia’s prospects. If Indian, Saudi, 
and Chinese companies are extending their reach beyond their borders to 
secure national food security for their domestic economy, why can’t 
Ethiopia do this within her own borders?  
 
In terms of food availability, it seems like we are in a much more dire 
situation than they are. Moreover, the involvement of global agribusiness 
in Ethiopia would have been more acceptable if Ethiopia’s own farm 
industry was given priority. This is not xenophobia; it is how the most food 
secure nations in the world came into being. However, the guise that the 
local farm industry will develop alongside major foreign agricultural 
companies does not make economic sense. It is only a matter of time until 
they are eaten up. A developmental state does not endorse such an unfair 
take over of key national assets in this way. It is simply not developmental 
policy. It is a give away. 
www.pambazuka.org 
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Capitalism not so popular... especially in the US 

 
 

 
 

Fred Weston 20 April 2011  
 
A recent edition of The Economist (April 7, 2011) complained about 
“Capitalism’s waning popularity”. One does not have to be a genius to 
understand that thirty years or more of cuts in welfare, large scale 
privatizations and constant pressure on workers in the workplace was 
sooner or later going to end up with ordinary working people questioning 
the system that is responsible for these policies, i.e. capitalism. 
 
The article opens up with the following: “Rising debt and lost output are 
the common measures of the cost of the financial crisis. But a new global 
opinion poll shows another, perhaps more serious form of damage: falling 
public support for capitalism.” (The poll the article is referring to is 
available here.) 
 
The more intelligent strategists of capital look at such polls seriously, and 
for a very good reason. They understand that if millions of people consider 
their system a good one, one that “delivers”, i.e. one that provides a 
reasonable living and one that appears to have a good future, then their 
system is safe. The capitalist class does not hold onto power merely by 
controlling the state apparatus, the police, the army and the judiciary, the 



mass media and the education system. 
 
It also needs to keep a grip on the consciousness of millions of ordinary 
working people and make them believe that in spite of all its vices 
capitalism is the best of all possible socio-economic systems. However, 
even control of the state, the media and the education system is not 
enough for this nice cosy set up to remain unshaken. All these other means 
of control break down if the system is not capable of providing at least a 
reasonable, tolerable existence for the majority of the people. 
 
Workers can take quite a lot, so long as they can get on with paying the 
rent or the mortgage, putting enough food on the table for their families, 
having a decent education system, healthcare system and so on. They can 
even accept some degree of loss of such services. They can grudgingly 
accept what their trade union or party leaders say when they present such 
attacks as “temporary” and as a price to be paid for improving things in 
the future. 
 
The point is that there is a limit to all this. If such a situation is prolonged, 
if the calls for workers to make sacrifices is repeated over and over again, 
and if in the middle of all this the world is shaken by an almighty financial 
crisis which then leads to growing unemployment accompanied by 
increasing inflation, then all the means at the disposal of the capitalist 
class to convince people that their system is the best possible available are 
no longer sufficient, and things begin to change. 
 
The apparent “sudden” breaking out of the Arab revolution is an indication 
of this, as are the mass movements in the advanced capitalist countries. In 
France in the autumn we saw 3.5 million people take to the streets in 
protest at Sarkozy’s austerity measures. In Greece we have seen general 
strike after general strike. In Britain on March 26 we saw anything between 
500,000 and 800,000 workers and youth protest against Cameron’s 
draconian austerity policies. This was the biggest trade union organised 
demonstration in the history of Britain. In the USA we saw the magnificent 
mobilisations in Madison, Wisconsin. 
 
What is happening in the United States must be of real concern to the US 
ruling class. They were taken by surprise by the Tunisian and Egyptian 
revolutions, but what we saw in Wisconsin shows that revolution is not 
affecting only the Arab countries. It is in the air everywhere. 
 
The Economist article points out in fact that there has been sharp change 
in opinions in the USA: “This is most marked in the country that used to 
epitomise free enterprise. In 2002, 80% of Americans agreed that the 
world’s best bet was the free-market system. By 2010 that support had 
fallen to 59%....” The sharpest drop was actually between 2009 and 2010 
when it fell from over 70% to below 60%. 
 
This figure, however, is an average across all social classes. If we look at 
the opinions of ordinary working people, especially those at the bottom of 
the ladder we see an even more marked shift in opinion. As the article 
continues, “Capitalism’s waning fortunes are starkly visible among 
Americans earning below $20,000. Their support for the free market has 
dropped from 76% to 44% in just one year.” 
 
So what we have now is a majority of the lower paid US workers no longer 
having the illusions they may have had in the past. This is an important 
development in the situation in the United States and it indicates that 
more struggles are on the way like the one we recently saw in Wisconsin. 
 



Maybe the US ruling class can console itself with the results for France 
which reveal that only 6% of the French population “strongly” supports the 
free market. This is a further fall from the already low 8% back in 2002. If 
one adds those who “somewhat agree” with the idea that capitalism is a 
superior system the overall figure rises to 30%, but this is still a sharp fall 
from the 42% figure in 2002. If we add to these figures Sarkozy’s popularity 
ratings which reveal that only 29% of the population are happy with his 
performance – his worst approval rating since he came to office in 2007 – 
then we can see that French capitalism is also in deep trouble. Most of 
Europe presents a similar picture. And even such an economic powerhouse 
as Japan reveals falling confidence in the capitalist system, where 50% 
either “strongly” or “somewhat” disagree with the idea that the market 
economy is the best system. 
 
Not surprisingly, the poll also reveals that those countries where a 
significant majority of the population believes capitalism is working is in 
those countries that are presently booming, such as China, Brazil and 
Germany. What will happen when these economies slow down is not 
indicated in the polls. We can confidently predict that people’s opinions 
will sharply change in these countries also, as they have done in the USA 
and most of Europe. 
 
The poll quoted in The Economist was carried out by GlobeScan. Its 
Chairman Doug Miller showed some surprise at the results when he said 
that: “America is the last place we would have expected to see such a 
sharp drop in trust in the free enterprise system. This is not good news for 
business.” He added that, “The poll suggests that American business is 
close to losing its social contract with average American families that has 
enabled it to prosper in the world. Inspired leadership will be needed to 
reverse this trend.” 
 
This sharp turn in opinions in the biggest and most powerful country in the 
world bodes well for the class struggle in the coming period. Gone are the 
days when the USA was the country of the “American Dream” where 
everyone was supposed to be able to become successful through hard work 
and effort. Reality has come home to the United States and no amount of 
“inspired leadership” will solve this dilemma for the US bourgeoisie. Of 
course, we can think of another kind of “inspired leadership” that could 
make a difference, a genuine socialist leadership of the US labour 
movement capable of mobilising the immense power of the US workers. 
That is something we are working on! 
www.marxist.com 

 

South Africa Hits the Green Wall: The Conference of Polluters 

 
 

 
 

Patrick Bond 19 April 2011 
 
Hosting the Durban COP17 – let’s rename it the ‘Conference of Polluters’ – 
starting in late November puts quite a burden on the African National 
Congress government in Pretoria: to pretend to be pro-green.  
 
Embarrassingly, last week’s US Export-Import Bank loan of $805 million to 
South Africa will feed huge profits to the notorious US corporation Black & 
Veatch so that a vast coal-fired power plant, ‘Kusile’, can be constructed, 
mainly on behalf of smelters run by BHP Billiton and Anglo American 
Corporation – whose profits soar away to Melbourne and London. 
 



But poor people are facing an electricity price increase of more than 125% 
in coming years, according to the power company Eskom. Of its four 
million customers, already a million are disconnected. Multiply the cut-off 
figure many times more when municipalities are considered. 
 
According to Physicians for Social Responsibility’s environmental health 
director Kristen Welker-Hood, Kusile’s costs to both the power plant’s 
neighbors and climate change victims elsewhere include “harming human 
health and compounding many of the major public health problems.” 
Moreover, mass disconnections of South Africans mean that electricity’s 
many potential health benefits will be denied low-income people, and will 
cause a biased version of economic development, a lower standard of 
living, and lower life expectancy. 
 
This is abundantly evident at a time South Africa is starving for 
industrialization not distorted by the ‘Minerals-Energy Complex’ (MEC), as 
it is termed by London School of Oriental and African Studies economist 
Ben Fine. The MEC’s nexus of mining and metals corporations plus the 
chaotic behemoth Eskom causes a ‘Resource Curse’ in South Africa, partly 
related to macroeconomic imbalances and partly to the country’s extreme 
fossil fuel dependency. 
 
The global economic crisis is still hitting hard, forcing the local currency 
(the Rand, ‘R’) higher – as investors flee the North’s low-interest regimes – 
but with more volatility. After sinking to nearly R14/$1 in 2001, the Rand 
rose to above R6/$1, then fell again to nearly R12/$1 in 2008, but the 
April 2011 rate is R6.7/$1. 
 
The high currency is double-trouble for local manufacturers not only under 
pressure from cheap importers, but whose longer-term capital goods 
orders also become vulnerable when the rand crashes by 15-30% in a 
matter of days, as has happened five times since liberation: 1996, 1998, 
2001, 2006 and 2008.  
 
Can SA industry insulate itself from globalization’s financial cancer? More 
than any of his peers, past or present, Trade and Industry Minister Rob 
Davies understands the macro-beggars-micro dilemma. But the question is 
whether SA’s ‘New Growth Path’ will give Davies the policy space for a 
coherent industrial strategy.  
 
Up until now, Davies’ post-apartheid predecessors (Trevor Manuel, Alec 
Erwin and Mandisi Mphalwa) merely offered stop-gap favours to special 
interests and failed sectoral subsidies, along with grandiose ‘Spatial 
Development Initiative’ projects – such as the notorious Coega complex 
near Port Elizabeth – which now resemble white elephants as big and 
hollow as those ten newly-built or refurbished World Cup 2010 soccer 
stadia. 
 
The latest iteration of Davies ‘Industrial Policy Action Plan 2’ (IPAP2) 
offers a great deal of tree-level detail which, through no fault of Davies, 
ignores the raging forest fire. When I debated him on national radio last 
week, Davies still lacked answers to either green or macroeconomic 
critiques. 
 
To his credit, in early 2010 when introducing IPAP2 to parliament, Davies 
conceded that the crisis is exceptionally deep, for reasons related to 
macroeconomic mismanagement: “SA’s recent growth was driven to too 
great an extent by unsustainable growth in consumption, fuelled by credit 
extension. Between 1994 and 2008 consumption driven sectors grew by 
7.7% annually, compared with the productive sectors of the economy 



which grew by only 2.9% annually.” 
 
The green wall 
Even the bulk of growth in productive activity – in automobiles (which 
registered job losses) and heavy metals (with flat employment) – is 
untenable, once a post-carbon world tax regime descends. The Durban 
COP17 will expose how SA is 20 times higher in energy-related CO2 
emissions per person per unit of output than even the great climate Satan, 
the USA. 
 
In his IPAP2 statement, Davies introduces the climate challenge with a 
terrifying prediction: “A specific emerging threat is the rise of ‘eco-
protectionism’ under the guise of addressing climate change concerns, 
particularly from advanced countries. For instance, some countries are 
considering the imposition of ‘border adjustment taxes’ on imports 
produced with greater carbon emissions than similar products produced 
domestically, and subject to carbon emission limits.” 
 
But if true (and it is), why would IPAP2 endorse more subsidized energy-
intensive, capital-intensive smelting? “Mineral Beneficiation is an area of 
work that presents much untapped opportunity but which has lagged in 
policy development and implementation.” Davies is especially high on 
titanium beneficiation, even if one of the world’s highest profile attacks 
on Resource Curse politics comes now from the Transkei Wild Coast’s 
Xolobeni community, intensely opposed to an Australian firm’s extraction 
of the metal from their beaches. 
 
Davies might have expressed the problem rather differently: “Mineral 
Beneficiation is an area that the world’s largest mining and metals houses 
have worked up so effectively in their own interests – witness unfair Mittal 
steel pricing, Billiton’s electricity-guzzling aluminium, and ultra-
destructive Anglo and Xtrata coal burning and mining – that Eskom’s 
apartheid-era policy provides them the world’s cheapest electricity (one 
seventh the price consumers pay per kiloWatt hour), generated by the 
world’s largest coal-fired power plants, including the third and fourth 
largest plants now under construction at Medupi and Kusile, to be paid for 
via expensive foreign debt with sky-high electricity price hikes that will 
lead to millions more Eskom disconnections.” 
 
Such home truths cannot be confessed in policy statements, but what is 
striking is how in this year’s statement, Davies commits to “key sectors 
that the 2011/12 – 2013/14 IPAP will focus on”, including “Qualitatively 
New Areas of Focus”:  

•  Realising the potential of the metal fabrication, capital and transport 
equipment sectors, particularly arising from large public investments; 

•  Oil and gas; 

•  ‘Green’ and energy-saving industries; 

•  Agro-processing, linked to food security and food pricing imperatives; 
and 

•  Boatbuilding. 
 
These all fail the green smell-test because the electricity/petrol-guzzling 
metals and transport sectors are huge contributors to climate change; oil 
and gas will be disastrous if multibillion-rand Coega heavy-petroleum 



refining and Karoo gas-fracking are approved; and shipping will also carry a 
carbon tax on pollution-intensive bunker fuels.  
 
As for the celebrated new ‘green’ industries, the only IPAP2 strategy that 
earns climate mitigation brownie points is the urgent replacement of 
electric hot water heaters with solar-powered versions. Yet because 
Pretoria gave Eskom this responsibility, a tiny fraction of the promised 
output has been delivered. And Eskom celebrated its new loan last week 
by cutting its subsidy for consumers installing the solar heaters. 
 
Other components of Davies’ Green Economy and agro-processing strategy 
are so bound up in biofuel, genetic engineering and land grab 
controversies, that they stand with IPAP’s hopes for forestry (also subject 
to growing eco-social criticisms) and nuclear energy (!) as still-born or 
dinosaur industries, typically described as ‘false solutions’ to climate 
crisis. 
 
The macroeconomic ceiling 
If these dilemmas represent a green wall beyond which IPAP cannot 
proceed, they pail in comparison to the macro dilemma: Davies wants to 
hit the manufacturing accelerator, but the Treasury and Reserve Bank 
have their foot on the fiscal and monetary brakes. 
 
In his 2010 parliamentary testimony, Davies gave several reasons why “the 
profitability of manufacturing has been low”, including the currency, “the 
high cost of capital” (indeed SA’s interest rate remains very high even 
after the 2009-10 reductions), “monopolistic provision and pricing of key 
inputs”, “unreliable and expensive infrastructure”, “a weak skills system”, 
and “failure to leverage public expenditure” into industrial growth. 
 
Davies named the three most serious “negative, unintended consequences 
of this growth path: unsustainable imbalances in the economy, continued 
high levels of unemployment and a large current account deficit.” 
Moreover, although SA witnessed impressive GDP growth during the 2000s, 
this does not take into account the depletion of non-renewable resources - 
if this factor plus pollution were considered, SA would have a net negative 
per person rate of national wealth accumulation (of at least US$ 2 per 
year), according to even the World Bank’s 2006 book Where is the Wealth 
of Nations? 
 
SA’s economy became much more oriented to profit-taking from financial 
markets than production of real products, in part because of extremely 
high real interest rates, especially from 1995-2002 and 2006-09. The two 
most successful major sectors from during this era were communications 
(12.2 per cent growth per year) and finance (7.6 per cent) while labour-
intensive sectors such as textiles, footwear and gold mining shrunk by 
beween 1 and 5 per cent per year, and overall, manufacturing as a 
percentage of GDP also declined. 
 
Other imbalances include the Gini coefficient measuring inequality rose 
during the post-apartheid period, with the Institute for Democracy in South 
Africa measuring the increase from 0.56 in 1995 to 0.73 in 2006. According 
to Haroon Bhorat’s 2009 study, black households lost 1.8% of their income 
from 1995-2005, while white households gained 40.5%. Unemployment 
doubled to a rate of around 40% at peak, if those who have given up 
looking for work are counted, and around 25% otherwise. 
 
Moreover, most of the largest Johannesburg Stock Exchange firms – Anglo 
American, DeBeers, Old Mutual, Investec, SA Breweries, Liberty Life, 
Gencor (now the core of BHP Billiton), Didata, Mondi and others – shifted 



their funding flows and even their primary share listings to overseas stock 
markets mainly in 2000-01. The outflow of profits and dividends due these 
firms is one of two crucial reasons SA’s current account deficit has soared 
to amongst the highest in the world and is hence a major danger in the 
event of currency instability.  
 
To pay for the outflow, Manuel’s and Pravin Gordhan’s Treasury increased 
SA’s foreign indebtedness from the $25 billion inherited at the end of 
apartheid to a dangerous $100 billion today. First National Bank warned 
that we’re nearing levels PW Botha encountered when he gave the Rubicon 
Speech in 1985, followed by a foreign debt default. 
 
The other cause of the current account deficit is the negative trade 
balance during most of the recent period, which can be blamed upon a 
vast inflow of imports after trade liberalisation, which export growth could 
not keep up with. 
 
A genuine industrial policy would forthrightly address all these 
macroeconomic constraints, and lift them via exchange controls and 
surgical protection of those industries that can reliably commit to 
affordably meeting basic needs, providing decent (and labor-intensive) 
employment opportunities, and linking backwards and forwards to local 
suppliers and buyers without reliance upon whimsical international 
economic relations. 
 
To this end, consider a critical insight that Davies and other IPAP authors 
missed: the era we have now entered is much closer to the stagnationist 
1930s, in which austerity will prevail, than the go-go early 2000s. The 
winding down of vast debt overhangs and the long-term recessionary 
environment in the West, not to mention worsening East and South Asian 
competition, make SA’s international standing nearly as vulnerable today 
as two years ago, when The Economist rated us the most risky emerging 
market. 
 
There is, however, a precedent worth discussing: the 1930s era of 
selective ‘deglobalisation’, during which SA’s growth per capita was the 
highest in its modern history. At that time, ‘import-substitution 
industrialisation’ occurred here (as well as Latin America) along its most 
balanced trajectory, with much of our manufacturing industry established 
during the 1930s, as well as national assets such as Eskom and Iscor. The 
years of high growth were not reserved for whites, and indeed the rate of 
increase of black wages to white wages occurred at their fastest ever 
during this period. 
 
Insights into global markets provided by the recent crash and the challenge 
of a post-carbon economy should give rise to a rethink, but this will only 
happen when the macroeconomic-austerity advocates, financiers and MEC 
lose power to those interested in a more balanced society. 
http://links.org.au/node/2271  
counterpunch.org/bond04182011.html 

 

IMF’s Rhetoric Still Far from Its Policies 

 
 

 
 

Mark Weisbrot 19 April 2011 
 
As the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank gathered in 
Washington for their annual Spring Meetings, there was more talk about 



how much the IMF has changed. IMF Managing Director Dominique Strauss-
Kahn quoted John Maynard Keynes in his speech on Wednesday at the 
Brookings Institution: 
 
The outstanding faults of the economic society in which we live are its 
failure to provide for full employment and its arbitrary and inequitable 
distribution of wealth and incomes. 
 
In his Opening Address to the Fall Meetings last year he went further, 
making a point about the increase in public debt in the high-income 
countries that should be required reading for U.S. business journalists: 
 
But make no mistake: this increase of 35 percentage points [in the public 
debt of the high-income countries ] is mostly due to low growth, to 
expenditure linked to the rescue of the financial sector, to lack of revenue 
because of the economic downturn. Only about one-tenth comes directly 
from the stimulus. So the lesson is clear: the biggest threat to fiscal 
sustainability is low growth. 
 
Of course, there have been some significant changes in the IMF in recent 
years, mostly in the area of research, where the Fund has acknowledged 
that controls on capital inflows are a legitimate tool for governments to 
use. There has been some limited lending without conditions. And although 
the IMF included “pro-cyclical” conditions – i.e. macroeconomic policies 
that worsened the downturn – in most of its agreements during the world 
recession, on the optimistic side, it reversed course in many cases as the 
downturn deepened.  
 
But unfortunately the IMF’s practice still does not match its rhetoric or 
even, increasingly, its own research. In Greece, Ireland, Spain, Portugal, 
Latvia and other countries, the Fund isstill involved in the implementation 
of “pro-cyclical” policies that will keep these countries from recovering for 
a long time. For Greece, Ireland, and Latvia, for example, it will be 9-10 
years before they reach their pre-crisis levels of GDP.  
 
There is absolutely no excuse for this, from an economic point of view. 
Any policies that require this kind of extended period of unemployment 
and stagnation are by definition wrong. If this is what they need to ensure 
debt repayment, then the country is better off defaulting on its debt. 
Argentina was faced with an unsustainable debt burden and defaulted at 
the end of 2001. The economy shrank for just one quarter and then grew 
63 percent over the next six years, recovering its pre-crisis level of GDP in 
less than three years. 
 
Rhetoric aside, the Fund’s policies still reflect the creditors’ point of view. 
And from the creditors’ point of view, a country like Greece – which even 
the financial markets recognize will have to restructure its debt at some 
point – must first go through hell. The European authorities and IMF 
together have so much money now ($750 billion for the IMF, $635 billion 
for the European Financial Stability Facility, $87 billion for the European 
Financial Stabilization Fund) that it would be quite simple to rescue the 
relatively small economies of Greece, Ireland, Portugal, or Latvia – or even 
the much larger Spanish economy -- in a painless manner. In other words, 
to restore growth and employment first, and worry about the debt after 
the economy is on track. 
 
But from a creditors’ point of view, this would be rewarding “bad 
behavior.” So the people of these countries must suffer through years of 
high unemployment (20 percent in Spain, 15 percent in Ireland, 11 percent 
in Portugal, 14 percent in Greece, 17 percent in Latvia). 



 
Not to mention the privatizations and anti-labor “reforms” that these 
countries are subjected to in order to meet the IMF and EU authorities’ 
demands. 
 
To be fair to Strauss-Kahn as well as some of the economists in the 
research department of the IMF who would like to pursue more 
enlightened policies, they do not run the institution. Final say rests with 
an Executive Board, which is run primarily by the U.S. Treasury 
Department and the European authorities (the latter have final say in 
Europe, including Eastern Europe).  
 
And on top of the U.S. Treasury Department sits Goldman Sachs. 
 
The IMF’s just released “World Economic Outlook” (WEO) calls for more 
“implementing fiscal consolidation and entitlement reforms” in the high-
income countries, saying that “the need is particularly urgent in the 
United States” where “broader measures such as Social Security and tax 
reforms” will be essential. The Fund is right about “tax reforms,” since the 
Bush tax cuts for high-income taxpayers, continued under the Obama 
administration, are a significant contributor to the long-term deficit 
problem. But the Social Security system contributes nothing to either the 
immediate or long-term deficit problem. It can pay all promised benefits 
for the next 26 years, and would require only minor adjustments to 
maintain solvency indefinitely. By contrast, it is our broken private health 
care system that is responsible for nearly all of the long-term deficit 
projections. 
 
The Fund projects about 2.5 percent annual GDP growth for the high-
income countries over the next two years, and 6.5 percent for “emerging 
and developing economies.” By calling for fiscal consolidation in the rich 
countries, the IMF’s WEO seems to accept that they are doomed to slow 
growth and high unemployment for the foreseeable future; they want the 
faster-growing developing countries to appreciate their currencies and give 
the high-income countries a boost by importing more. At the same time 
they are worried that the developing countries are “overheating,” and that 
many need a “tightening of macroeconomic policies.” 
 
But the real changes – the ones that have contributed to the rebound in 
the economic growth that has taken place in low- and middle-income 
countries over the last decade --have been the loss of much of the Fund’s 
influence on policy that it had ten or 20 years ago. This is especially true 
for middle-income countries – in Asia, most of Latin America, Russia, and 
others, although many low-income countries are still dependent on the 
Fund and its allied lenders. The IMF’s lending fell precipitously from 2003 
to 2007, and although it has recently come back to 2003 levels, the Fund 
does not have nearly as much influence in middle-income countries as it 
once did. So hopefully fewer countries each year will have to listen to the 
IMF’s advice – unless they want to focus on Strauss-Kahn’s lofty Keynesian 
rhetoric. 

 

Oil politics: Charge them with manslaughter 

 
 

 
 

Nnimmo Bassey First Published in Pambazuka 18 April 2011 
 
People who have suffered the impact of unjust practices and those who 
have been victims of abuse from corporate impunity will heave a sigh of 



relief the day directors of such companies are brought to court from 
behind their corporate shields,’ writes Nnimmo Bassey, amidst talk that 
‘top guns at BP’ may be charged with manslaughter over the Gulf of 
Mexico oil spill. 
 
People who have suffered the impact of unjust practices and those who 
have been victims of abuse from corporate impunity will heave a sigh of 
relief the day directors of such companies are brought to court from 
behind their corporate shields. The spins and the twists in legal tangos 
that play out so impassively will become a thing of the past. 
 
Whereas corporations do not sweat in the dock, their directors, who are 
human like the rest of us, may. It is also possible that pleas from the dock 
would be couched in humane terms and that actions and reactions would 
become more or less equal as they usually are in physical matters. 
 
In sum, people would sense that justice is reachable in many cases of 
confrontation between them and corporate entities. 
 
These are some of the hopes being raised by the possibility of top guns at 
BP being charged for manslaughter over the Gulf of Mexico oil spill of April 
2010. If this happens, it will send a strong signal to leaders of companies 
that expose their workers to extreme personal risks. 
 
It will also send signals to companies engaged in reckless activities that 
severely impact people and degrade their environment. In addition, it will 
offer a glimpse to what may become the norm if an international 
environment or climate crimes tribunal is set up for cases of ecocide. 
 
It has been reported that investigators are pawing over documents and 
emails that may indicate whether Tony Hayward, former BP chief 
executive, and other top management officers made decisions or played 
key roles in what led to arguably the most horrendous environmental 
disaster in US history. That incident killed 11 workers and spewed yet 
unknown barrels of crude oil into the Gulf of Mexico. 
 
The internal investigation carried out by BP immediately after the disaster 
showed that their managers misread pressure data and authorised workers 
of the Deep Water Horizon rig to replace drilling fluid in the well with 
seawater – one of the moves in cost cutting suspected to have triggered 
the disaster. 
 
BP has admitted to having made some mistakes but sticks to the claim that 
they were not ‘grossly’ negligent. 
 
There is something quite gross about that word ‘gross’ before the word 
‘negligence’. If it sticks, the possible fines to be slapped on BP may rise 
from about $5 billion to $21 billion. It will also complicate things for BP in 
their dealings with the partners on the rig, as they seek to share the costs 
of the clean up expected to reach about $42 billion. 
 
The significance of this case would also be found in the fact that the 
directors of BP would be unable to hide behind the corporate shield, as is 
often the case with corporate entities who are persons before the law only 
for as much as capacity to earn income is concerned; and are phantoms 
when it comes to responsibility for acts of impunity. 
 
Think how instructive it would have been to line up the directors of 
Chevron for the environmental crimes in the Ecuadorian Amazonia or those 
of Shell, Exxon, Chevron, Agip and the rest for their human rights and 



ecocide in the Niger Delta. If manslaughter charges are pressed against 
officials of BP, then the days of companies only being fined and the 
directors avoiding the dock will soon become history. 
 
Obviously, BP and other corporations will not take kindly to this move. 
Their arsenal is loaded with tools with which to frustrate legal procedures. 
Some of them have batteries of lawyers with whom they harass hapless 
victims and keep the wheels of legal suits spinning. 
 
There is no need to wonder how come corporations have got away with 
murder all the time. One fact is that governments have over the years 
become largely privatised in the sense that they depend on corporations 
for revenue and for monetised solutions to virtually every problem. 
 
While suing directors of companies may be a daunting prospect, 
considering their propensity to keep cases dragging endlessly, it is 
nevertheless a necessary step towards giving companies a truly human face 
and maybe a human heart. 
 
We cannot avoid reaching the conclusion that companies behave in a 
heartless manner because they are fashioned to be unaccountable and can 
carry out inhuman acts without blinking an eyelid. 
 
Are you not struck by the fact that oil company leaders are ordinarily nice 
and personable persons, but that this genial nature changes once they put 
on their corporate toga? 
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Workers' struggles continue in 'post-revolution' Egypt 

 
 

 
 

LibCom 18 April 2011 
 
As the reshuffling of leaders continues, Egyptian workers are still trying to 
push forward their own agenda.  
 
Textile workers 
Last week (7th April) workers of Shebin El-Kom Textile Company in 
Menoufiya, north of Cairo, resumed their strike after suspending it for two 
days following an agreement between the workers and company 
management. 
 
"We have proof that the agreement will not be fulfilled," says Ali 
Mohamed, one of the factory workers. "One of our main demands was that 
the sacked workers return to their jobs, or at least equivalent positions, 
and this did not happen." 
 
Workers accuse the company of trying to manipulate dismissed workers, 
forcing them to sign resignation letters, saying that this will grant their 
colleagues a return to work. 
 
Management called the armed forces into the plant as workers approached 
it to resume their sit-in. "The army is in the factory right now, but they are 



neutral until this moment," said Mohamed, refuting news circulated on the 
Internet that the army attacked the plant, fired bullets in the air and 
threatened to arrest striking workers.  
 
Shebin El-Kom Textiles Company workers held a 35-day long sit-in to 
protest against the Indonesian management’s attempts at eliminating the 
workforce and dismantling factories in order to reuse the 152 acres of land 
on which the factory stands. Now they say that they will not end their sit-
in until all their demands are met. 
 
Energy 
Meanwhile, on Monday 11th April, employees at 14 power stations began a 
series of strikes to push for the removal of ministry officials involved in 
corruption cases. 
 
Energy Ministry spokesman Aktham Abul Ela denied any strikes were taking 
place, pointing out that he had communicated with a number of company 
officials and that they had assured him “things were good.” 
 
In a statement obtained by Al-Masry Al-Youm, the employees say that most 
ministries have witnessed wide-scale changes after the 25 January 
revolution while theirs have not. 
 
The workers said they have submitted memorandums to the Supreme 
Council of the Armed Forces and the cabinet calling for the dismissal of 
several senior figures in the energy sector, who, they claim, have held 
their positions for a long time but have contributed nothing to the sector. 
 
The statement pointed out that the electricity sector was not affected 
during the 25 January revolution only because the employees in this field 
are aware of their important national role. It went on to say that a similar 
protest would be organized on Wednesday. 
 
Suez Canal workers 
On Tuesday 12th April, Dr. Essam Sharaf, the Egyptian prime minister, 
gave orders to the head of the Suez Canal Authority, Admiral Ahmed Fadel, 
to put an end to the crisis from the protests of workers from seven 
companies affiliated to the Suez Canal Authority. 
 
“We were informed of the prime minister’s order, which responded to 
thousands of workers,” said Nasser Othman, the secretary of the Workers 
Union fund of the Suez Maritime Arsenal Company. He added that he and 
the workers have made an official complaint against the chairman of the 
board of the Company as he refused to meet the demands of the 
protesting workers. 
 
The workers started to protest on 3 April. When their demands were not 
met, the protest quickly developed into a strike. Most of the workers are 
striking within their respective company’s headquarters. 
 
Other workers' actions 
Some 350 butane gas cylinder distributors in the Delta governorate of 
Daqahlia staged demonstrations before the Ministry of Social Solidarity in 
the city of Talkha, in protest against the ministry reducing the number of 
cylinders they receive. 
 
In Cairo, 200 Tax Authority employees also staged protests, demanding 
salaries and bonuses commensurate with their qualifications. 
 
Another 45 people staged demonstrations before the office of the Justice 



Minister, demanding the implementation of previous court rulings that had 
ordered their appointments to the ministry. 
 
In Alexandria, 30 temporary teachers protested before the Ministry of 
Education. They demanded permanent contracts. 
 
In Gharbiya, 1200 workers from the Financial and Industrial Company 
protested for better wages and incentives, while 350 workers of the Chipsy 
Company in Monufiya staged protests for the same purpose. 
 
In Beheira, 100 students of the Nursing Institute also staged protests for 
not allowing them to join the nursing syndicate, which would affect their 
ability to find job opportunities. 
 
In Ismailia, residents of the Mahsama village protested against the local 
council’s decision to close a bakery in the village that served 1500 
residents. 
 
Workers of the Spinning and Weaving Factory in Assiut refused to deliver 
the factory to its new buyer, a conglomerate of private banks that had 
obtained permission from former Prime Minister Ahmed Nazif to buy it. 
libcom.org  

 

Venezuelans Celebrate Rescue of Democracy as Threats Continue 

 
 

 
 

Eva Golinger 16 April 2011 
 
This week, Venezuelans commemorated the 9-year anniversary of the 
failed coup d’etat that briefly ousted President Chavez from power and 
dissolved the nation’s democracy, installing a US-backed dictatorship. In 
an extraordinary turn of events, a popular uprising crushed the coup just 
hours later. 
 
This Wednesday, April 13, thousands of Venezuelans marched on the 
nation’s capital, celebrating what has come to be known as the “Day of 
Civil-Military Strength and Dignity”. It was nine years ago on this day that 
millions of Caracas residents, together with loyal armed forces and the 
Presidential Guard, defeated a US-backed coup d’etat that had forcefully 
taken power just 48 hours prior. 
 
The coup, executed by business leaders, corrupt union officials, private 
media owners, power-hungry military officers, former ruling-party 
politicians and “civil society” organizations – all financially and politically 
supported by US government agencies, the State Department and the 
White House (see “The Chavez Code: Cracking US Intervention in 
Venezuela” by Eva Golinger, Olive Branch Press 2006) – succeeded briefly 
in ousting President Chavez and his government from power on April 11, 
2002. 
 
Utilizing images manipulated by private television station, Venevision, the 
coup forces justified their actions by blaming the violence and deaths that 
occured that day on the Venezuelan head of state. In reality, as top secret 
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) documents have revealed, the coup was 
planned in the days and weeks prior to its execution. The objective was to 
use an anti-Chavez protest to provoke violence and unrest in the capital, 
Caracas, putting into action a detailed plot using snipers to fire on the 
crowds, causing deaths and injuries, which would be blamed on the 



government, justifying its ouster. As one top secret, now partially-
declassifed CIA document from April 6, 2002 (5 days before the coup took 
place) outlines, after the violence was provoked by coup forces, 
“President Chavez and other top members in his cabinet...would be 
arrested” and a “transitional government” would be installed. 
 
Chavez was detained by force on the evening of April 11, 2002, and 
kidnapped by dissident military officers, on the orders of the coup leaders. 
Meanwhile, the US ambassador in Caracas, Charles Shapiro, was 
coordinating the actions on the ground with media owners, metropolitan 
police forces involved in the sniper shootings, and of course the business 
and political leaders that forcefully took over the government. 
Documentary evidence proves that Shapiro held several meetings and 
conversations during the events of April 11, 2002, with the metropolitan 
police commissioner, Henry Vivas, as well as with Gustavo Cisneros, owner 
of Venevision, and Pedro Carmona, who subsequently took over the 
presidency and declared himself head of state. 
 
PEOPLE’S POWER 
As the coup unfolded and Carmona, then head of Venezuela’s chamber of 
commerce, Fedecamaras, unilaterally and illegally swore himself into 
office as president, the constitutional president, Hugo Chavez, was held 
hostage and incomunicado on a small island military base off Venezuela’s 
coast. The only non-private national television station, state-owned VTV, 
was taken off the air by then governor of the state of Miranda, Enrique 
Mendoza, in an effort to silence pro-Chavez forces and conceal information 
and events from the people. Private media – all involved in the coup – 
broadcast cartoons, old movies and soap operas, while print media 
published articles justifying and supporting the “transition government”. 
 
Before an audience of about 400 people in the presidential palace, 
Miraflores, Pedro Carmona issued a decree dissolving all of the nation’s 
democratic institutions: the Supreme Court, the National Assembly 
(Congress), the Attorney General, Public Defender, Comptroller, the 
Executive cabinet, and even the national Constitution. Police forces, under 
the control of the coup regime, repressed pro-Chavez protestors in the 
streets, killing and injuring over 100 people during those hours. 
 
But despite the media blackout on the real events that were taking place, 
millions of Venezuelans, unwilling to accept the disappearance of their 
constitutionally-elected president and the imposition of a dictatorship that 
openly dissolved their democracy, took to the streets in protest. Armed 
forces loyal to President Chavez began taking over military barracks and 
urging people to come out in the streets to express their popular will. 
Within hours, the presidential palace was flooded with demonstrators, 
demanding the return of President Chavez and the ouster of the coup 
government. 
 
Meanwhile, a low-ranking soldier guarding Chavez, urged the Venezuelan 
chief to write a note saying he was alive and still President of Venezuela, 
pledging he would find a way to get the letter into the public light. He 
succeeded. The famous letter, written in Chavez’s unmistakable 
handwriting, declaring the Venezuelan president had never “renounced 
the legitimate power given to him by the people”, made it into the hands 
of military forces loyal to their Commander in Chief. A rescue mission was 
immediately activated and Chavez was flown back in a helicopter to the 
presidential palace right around midnight on April 13. 
 
The millions that surrounded the palace, together with the loyal 
presidential guard, were able to force out the coup leaders, who 



incredulously emptied the presidential safes and stole as much as they 
could before escaping. As Chavez descended from the helicopter, cries and 
cheers were heard from the crowd. An extraordinary feeling of community 
power, justice and love eminated from those who had risked their lives to 
rescue their democracy, their constitution, their president, and most of 
all, their dignity. 
 
THREATS CONTINUE 
During the celebration this Wednesday, President Chavez, speaking before 
a volumunious crowd that marched to the presidential palace grounds, 
reaffirmed that “Nobody can topple our Revolution again”, warning those 
who continue with destabilization plans that they will be “swept away” 
and “never return”. 
 
As the crowds chanted “The people united will never be defeated”, the 
Venezuelan President, reflected on the events 9 years ago, “They came at 
us with a coup backed by powerful interests, the US government and the 
elite, but they were met but something even more powerful: the people of 
Venezuela and our real soldiers”. 
 
Nonetheless, the majority of those involved in the coup remain present in 
Venezuelan politics today, still aiming to oust Chavez’s government and 
put an end to the Bolivarian Revolution. During the 9 years since the coup, 
US government funding for opposition groups and parties in Venezuela has 
increased exponentially, reaching nearly $15 million annually from State 
Department agencies alone. 
 
Several of the key members of the coup, who were given amnesty by 
President Chavez in 2007 in an attempt to promote national dialogue, 
today hold positions in regional governments (governors and mayors), and 
in the nation’s National Assembly. From these legitimate platforms, they 
continue to conspire against the Chavez administration. 
 
Ironically, during this week’s coup anniversary, one participant in the April 
2002 events, Maria Corina Machado, now a member of the National 
Assembly, was invited by the Department of State to dictate several 
conferences in the US, including one in Miami titled “600 Days to Eradicate 
Authoritarianism: Transforming Venezuela”. While in Miami, Machado 
“celebrated” with a community of self-exiled Venezuelans, many of whom 
played key roles in the coup. Machado is slated to be an opposition 
contender in Venezuela’s presidential elections in 2012. 
www.zcommunications.org 

 

 

Swaziland: Mswati, you are on your own... 

 
 

 
 

Sokari Ekine First Published in Pambazuka 15 April 2011 
 
Hundreds of Swazis have been arrested after they took to the streets on 12 
and 13 April, to demonstrate against the monarchy. Swaziland’s King 
Mswati has presided over a ‘system of governance’ that protest organisers 
say has left the country’s ‘people divided, poor and powerless’. Sokari 
Ekine reports on southern Africa’s first uprising  
 
I am at the point where I have the utmost respect for those who have or 
are considering engaging in some level of protest against their 



governments. I can only think of a few countries on the continent that 
don't need to be overthrown or at the very least need a complete overhaul 
– possibly the same thing. Swaziland is the site of the first uprisings in 
southern Africa, so it will be interesting to see if there is any overspill into 
South Africa and Zimbabwe, which have had many uprisings over the past 
few years. 
 
SWAZILAND: COMMONERS, UNITE! MSWATI, YOU ARE ON YOUR OWN! 
Tuesday 12 April was the planned day of protests in Swaziland. The 
Facebook page of Swaziland Solidarity Network Forum has been an 
important source documenting and reporting on the Swazi uprisings. The 
forum reported as early as 4 April that the Swazi government was going to 
target trade unionists and student organisations in the lead up to the 12 
April protests.  
 
Richard Rooney notes that: ‘Labour unions and civic society organisations 
in Swaziland have placed themselves on alert after what is being described 
“as credible information” was received that they are about to be raided by 
Swazi state authorities in an attempt to disrupt the “uprising” scheduled 
for next Tuesday (12 April 2011).’ 
 
This was later confirmed to be true as reports began to emerge of the 
arrest and torture of one of the activists: 
 
‘A Swazi activist said Thursday that he had been detained and beaten as 
police interrogated him about plans to organise protests next week against 
King Mswati III, Africa’s last absolute monarch. Nkolisi Ngcamphalana, 
national organiser for the youth wing of the banned opposition People’s 
United Democratic Movement (PUDEMO), told AFP that he was detained 
Tuesday night and held for 24 hours. He said police beat him, placed 
plastic bags over his head, and then interrogated him about calls for 
national protests on Tuesday. “They grilled me about the April 12 uprising, 
and they kicked and beat me,” he said shortly after his release. “Right 
now they are outside my house. They are intimidating my family,” he said. 
“They threatened me with death.”’ 
 
On 11 April, Swazi Shado blog wrote: ‘Where is Maxwell?’, referring to 
Maxwell Dlamini ‘one of the main organisers’, who had gone missing. He 
had gone to South Africa to plan the demonstrations and was last seen at a 
police roadblock.  
 
The government’s – or rather the King’s – response has been to try and 
intimidate people by publishing photos of the armed forces on the front 
page of the Swazi Observer which he partly owns.  
 
Swazi April 12th blog provide some background to the Swazi uprising which 
is turning into the most organised and sustained protests outside of North 
Africa: 
 
‘The only eternal and total enemy of our people is the system of 
governance which has rendered our people divided, poor and powerless. 
This system, administered by a family which labels itself “closer to god:” 
than all Swazis, is the Absolute Monarchy orTinkhundla. Playing One Swazi 
Against the Other....The monarchy plays ordinary Swazis against 
themselves by being perched at the summit of power. It keeps a large 
percentage of the population literate but untrained for quality jobs. This is 
the reserve of poor people from which the security personnel are hired. 
 
‘In a country with no unemployment and no poverty, this system would fail 
because no sane Swazi would willingly offer himself to be used to guard 



the royal family’s privileged position against members his own class and 
family.’ 
 
@SwaziMedia posted regular updates on the April 12 uprisings: The army 
were deployed along with the police in the capital Manzani; the University 
of Swaziland was closed down and 40 students on their way to the protests 
were briefly detained; a group of some 200 were picked up and dumped in 
a forest 100 km from the city with no transport to return; many leading 
activists were arrested and the police reportedly used rubber bullets, 
water cannons and teargas to disperse protestors.  
 
The protests continued on Wednesday with an estimate of hundreds of 
people arrested.  
 
@SwaziMedia: 'Pro-democracy activists estimate number of arrests so far in 
Swaziland to be in the hundreds.’ 
 
‘Swazi police hunt down and continue to brutalize democracy advocates’.  
 
StiffKitten blogger Peter Kenworthy’s post on the Swazi protests further 
reinforce the understanding that the uprisings across the continent are 
self-identifying and self-organising, as, despite the arrest of the entire 
leadership including Mario Masuku of the banned People’s United 
Democratic Movement, the protests continued throughout 12 and into 13 
April: 
 
‘After the entire leadership of the Labour Coordinating Council was 
arrested, the labour unions simply continued with their protest as planned. 
When they entered the centre of Manzini city, ordinary people from all 
walks of life joined them to voice out their support for the uprising. 
 
‘Swazi security forces are trying to shut down the uprising with water 
cannons, tear gas and random beatings and arrests, but have so far only 
managed to shut down Manzini’s shops and businesses. “Freedom Square 
[in Manzini, Swaziland] is under siege by the state security forces. In fact 
there is no business in the city today,” said Thamsanca Tsabedze from the 
Foundation for Socio-Economic Justice.’ 
 
A really interesting development is a threat from COSATU (Congress of 
South African Trade Unions) [Video], who marched on the Swazi border 
demanding the unbanning of political parties, the return of all opposition 
leaders in exile and media freedom. If their demands are not met they will 
blockade the border.  
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Algeria: Spring of discontent 

 
 

 
 

Socialistworld.net 14 April 2011 
 
On 12 April in Algiers, tens of thousands of students from numerous schools 
and universities marched through the streets of the capital, where 
demonstrations are still officially forbidden. The students were 
demonstrating against a new system of requirements for receiving 
academic degrees, and, in general, against problems in the universities 
and the lack of public funding for education. Political slogans were also 
heard on the demos, such as “Fed up with misery, fed up with the 
ministry”, “Students enraged, system get out!”, or the now familiar refrain 



from the Tunisian revolution: “The people want to overthrow the regime!” 
 
Despite the heavy police presence, students were able to make the police 
temporarily retreat. This was followed by an assault on the students by the 
riot police, injuring about 100 young people.  
 
This came after a week of youth riots that shook many parts of Algeria at 
the beginning of this year - the ending of which gave the impression of a 
“false start”. There has also been a poor attendance at the regular 
Saturday demonstrations organised against the regime in Algiers. This 
could be explained by the presence, within new initiatives for “change”, 
of former personalities and ministers involved in previous governments. 
After this, many commentators rapidly jumped to conclusions, declaring 
that Algeria had somehow “escaped” the domino effect and wind of 
revolution from neighboring Tunisia and Egypt.  
 
Superficially, this might seem true, since a mass political movement 
against the regime is not yet on the agenda. But a look below the surface 
of things gives a sharply different picture. Significantly, the General 
Secretary of the National Liberation Front (FLN, part of the ruling 
alliance), recently declared, “we are not hit by what is taking place in the 
other Arab countries, but nothing says that we are safe”, arguing that 
“only the reinforcement of the internal front, unity and national cohesion 
can protect us against such developments”.  
 
The weakness of political opposition in Algeria clouds, in fact, a sharp 
radicalisation on the social front. According to Algerian paper ‘El Watan’, 
March 2011 saw a new record level of social protests in the country. 
Working class anger has been expressed by industrial actions in virtually 
every sector of the economy, the numerous local protests and sit-in 
actions by unemployed people to demand jobs, as well as the important 
mobilizations of university students for several weeks. This could be the 
prelude to mighty movements of an unprecedented scale, that could 
rapidly take on a political character. This is somewhat confirmed by the 
growing cracks appearing inside the state apparatus and ruling circles. The 
fact that Algerian President, Abdelaziz Bouteflika, has not addressed the 
nation since last October indicates that behind the scenes, big tensions 
and manoeuvres are taking place.  
 
Regime in fear  
“The huge presence of police officers in the capital gives you an idea of 
how frightened the regime is of its people.”, recently commented a 
blogger activist interviewed by Al Jazeera. The confidence of the masses, 
though still profoundly affected by the trauma of the 1990s civil war, has 
been notably boosted by the removal of the state of emergency adopted 
on 22 February. This concession has been interpreted by the majority of 
the people as an open testimony of the regime’s fear of mass, 
revolutionary movements.  
 
Actually, it is the majority of the population which is in a constant “state 
of emergency”. The French newspaper ‘Le Monde’ already reported in 
March that“One after another, the various sectors are moving into action: 
yesterday the railwaymen, today the doctors, tomorrow the fishermen. 
Students, unemployed, women’s rights activists, communal guards... 
Collectives are springing up like mushrooms in an Algeria hit by an 
unprecedented fever of demands. On Tuesday in Algiers, even the blind 
have joined the social protest to defend their rights.”  
 
The new series of strikes has even affected sectors which usually see little 
protest, such as the judiciary system (with a six-day strike movement by 



clerks). In the last weeks, paramedics, trash collectors, chemical workers, 
teachers, journalists and media workers, dockers, oil and gas workers, 
custom officers, nuclear researchers, hotel employees,…all have engaged 
strike action to denounce their conditions, sometimes by openly breaking 
current laws. Public sector workers went on a general strike on 6 April to 
demand higher wages and improved conditions. According to the National 
Autonomous Union of Public Administration Personnel (SNAPAP), the 
protest was followed by 84% of members. Thousands of workers 
threatening to halt production at Algeria’s largest oil and natural gas 
company, the State-run ‘Sonatrach’ - a sort of barometer of the social 
temperature in the country - ended their protest after the company agreed 
to increase workers’ wages by 80%!  
 
Some politicians and elements linked to the regime are trying to 
manipulate the general anger to settle accounts between different ruling 
clans. To avoid such a scenario, the most effective weapon is to build 
independent organisations for the youth, the working class and the poor, 
around a concrete plan of coordinated and unified actions. This could clear 
away once for all the small corrupt caste of oligarchs who have ruined the 
country, and establish a democratic socialist society which would ensure 
sustainable democratic rights, end corruption and make the mass of the 
people benefit from the immense resources of the country.  
www.socialistworld.net 
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Non-Payment movement reflects explosive situation 
Edited translations of articles from Xekinima website (CWI Greece) 12 April 
2011 
 
We publish below an edited collection of translations taken from various 
articles on the website of Xekinima (CWI in Greece), which has played an 
important part in the mass non-payment movement which has recently 
developed. As the organised workers’ movement has not fully taken up the 
movement, described below, it has not fully developed to its potential. 
However, this struggle still shows the potential of resistance against cuts 
and attacks on living standards in Greek society.  
 
At the end of 2010, a non-payment movement began to develop in Greece 
with a significant number of people refusing to pay road tolls. Having had 
enough with the continuous attacks from the government on their living 
standards, people decided to act and resist.  
 
The movement has spread, to public transport where people refuse to pay 
ticket fares in the buses and metro. In the last four months, more and 
more people have got involved in the movement, forming local committees 
in their workplaces and neighbourhoods, organising big public meetings 
and days of action. The campaign has been gaining increasing popularity 
especially amongst the youth. It has become a broad movement of mass 
disobedience under the general slogan ‘We can’t pay-We won’t pay’.  
 
A day of action was organised on Saturday 9 April by the coordinating body 
of local non-payment committees. Ticket machines were closed in every 
metro, train and tram station in Attica and an open meeting followed in 
the main square of Athens.  
 
According to Reuters, the Non-Payment movement is ‘a major threat to 
the Greek government’ (10/03/2011) with 56% of the Greek people 



supporting the campaign and only 39% disagreeing with it (MRB 
27/02/2011). The number of drivers refusing to pay the road tolls each day 
has reached 8.000 people – a significant rise from 6% to 18% within a year- 
and 40% of public transport passengers refuse to pay any ticket fares in 
their daily commute (inews.gr 22/02/2011).  
 
We won’t pay for their debt  
Using the current economic crisis as an excuse, the government is 
attacking the public sector, including public transport. Greek people have 
been asked to pay over and over again for supposedly improved and high 
quality public transportation through direct and indirect taxation but all 
they get back is a 40% rise in ticket fares, closures of many bus routes and 
major inconveniences caused by train line closures in the centre of Athens! 
 
The government’s argument regarding the cuts in the public transport 
sector is that it is the only way of paying back its debt. But the question is 
who created this debt? For the last 12 years every government kept under-
funding urban transport, giving only a fraction of what should have been 
invested.  
 
But people are realising that they can no longer afford to accept this. By 
launching and expanding the Non-Payment campaign, people can actually 
have their own say in how public transport should be working: for the 
benefit of all and not for the big companies which, in close relations with 
the government, are pushing through privatisations in every part of the 
Greek public sector.  
 
The non-payment campaign calls for a refusal to pay increased transport 
fares, for free transportation in the morning hours (5-8am), as used to be 
the case in the 1980’s, as well as free transportation for the unemployed, 
people with disabilities, low-paid workers and students. Many public 
transport drivers give their tacit support to the campaign in various ways 
i.e. by letting groups campaigners on buses and allowing them to ask the 
rest of the passengers not to validate their tickets, or by not stopping if 
they are asked to by inspectors who want to give fines to campaigners. 
Drivers are not yet able to fully express their support for the movement as 
they are under immediate threat of getting sacked. However, the main 
goal of the movement at this point is to link itself with transport workers 
and drivers and fight together for a free, safe and environmentally-friendly 
public transport system. The main advantage of the non-payment 
movement is that it is independent of the national union bureaucracy, thus 
more free to expand and include other public sector services that are 
being threatened with privatisation, such as the electric and water 
companies, the railways etc.  
 
Trying to stop the campaign  
The government has been trying to break down the movement through 
intimidatory tactics since its beginning. They started by threatening that it 
is ‘illegal’ and there have been a few incidents of people being taken to 
police stations (without any real implications). They have now started 
creating a new ‘body’ of inspectors closely collaborating with the police 
and have announced a new type of electronic ticket that will stop any 
trespassers. This is their way of discouraging and trying to stop the 
movement!  
 
The response to this should be united resistance, organised by the local 
non-payment committees. On a bigger scale, the government cannot send 
to court a mass campaign of hundreds thousands of people. Only a mass 
united campaign can win!  
 



Xekinima (CWI Greece) has supported and aided the campaign since it 
started and has also been urging its expansion, against rising water and 
electricity charges. Xekinima constantly emphasises the importance and 
big potential of a mass non-payment movement that could lead the way to 
bringing down the PASOK government, and refers to the example of the 
Thatcher government’s defeat in the late 1990’s by the anti-poll tax 
campaign in Britain.  
 
Xekinima calls for the formation of non-payment committees everywhere 
following democratic procedures; for the linking of the movement with 
public transport workers and rank and file trade unionists, with the 
understanding that workers in the public transport company have common 
interests with the people who use the public transport (workers, 
pensioners, students etc). We call for taking the non-payment movement 
to the next level, fighting against all austerity measures taken by the 
government for its ‘bail out’ by the EU and IMF; for the strengthening of 
the resistance of the non-payment campaigns, with rolling 24-hour and 48-
hour general strikes of the different sectors, culminating in repeated 3-day 
general strikes.  
www.socialistworld.net 
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Struggles of Zimbabwean immigrants in South Africa 
Khadija Sharife 11 April 
 
For Zimbabweans who cross into South Africa in search of work, robbery, 
rape and extortion at the border is just the beginning of their problems.  
 
Zimbabwean casual workers, excluded from applying for residency via the 
official channels, are resorting to ‘purchasing’ South African identities 
through ‘late registration’ birth certificates arranged through 
intermediaries. With the moratorium on deportations now over, many 
Zimbabweans now fear being sent back to the economic hardship they 
fled. The desperation and dangers faced by these immigrants in their bid 
to seek work in South Africa are rarely recorded. 
 
According to one source, as the majority of Zimbabwean immigrants do not 
hold official travel documents and cannot use asylum permits, money is 
placed aside for informal purposes, in other words “bribing immigration 
officials and police on the way”. The source claimed that bribery figures 
escalate when bus drivers are also go-betweens in the market, charging a 
fee. Interviewees claimed they traversed borders either through expensive 
organised syndicates, or via illegal routes, where robbery and rape was 
common. 
 
“On many occasions, even before reaching the border, buses are stopped 
by the police and everyone is asked to produce a passport. Those who do 
not have would have to pay the requisite bribes,” claimed the source. 
 
Of course, while the influx of Zimbabwean migrants hoping to find work as 
manual labourers and domestic workers, has depreciated the cost of 
labour in South Africa, many of these immigrants are socio-economic 
refugees, anxious to source income for their family’s basic needs. As a 
former school teacher stated, “By the time I left Zimbabwe, my monthly 
salary could not buy two litres of cooking oil. I had to leave rather than 
face the possibility of becoming destitute.” 



 
My source informed me that large numbers of male Zimbabwean 
immigrants go to major roads and other high-density pick-up points, hoping 
to be hired as casual workers, rushing to the cars of interested employers 
that slow down. “Who gets hired depends on the kind of work there is. For 
example, if the work is heavy, those who are stronger stand a better 
chance,” he said. 
 
Trusted workers on farms, construction and other projects are often asked 
to bring their friends to prospective employers. The wage for a single day 
is estimated at R80-R120 ($12-$18), though targets are sometimes 
proposed and agreed upon. Other forms of employment include waiting 
tables in cafes and restaurants, where average pay is R100 per day plus 
tips from clients. Many of the more educated and well spoken 
Zimbabweans opt for this type of employment in Durban as well as Cape 
Town, if they can obtain it. Road hawkers sell pirated CDs. Domestics are 
most often women, earning between R80 and R130 per day, while males 
work as cleaners and gardeners for a similar wage. The influx of 
immigrants, however, means that jobs are hard to come by and wages 
cannot be negotiated upward. 
 
While many South Africans, particularly those in the low-income groups, 
expressed sympathy to me about the Zimbabwean predicament, and the 
pogroms that infamously symbolise xenophobia against the makwerekwere 
(used by interviewees to describe foreigners in a derogatory sense), 
xenophobia and racism is nevertheless frequently expressed: “See that 
one,” I was informed by one vendor pointing at a DRC car guard, “he is no 
better than a monkey, an animal.” However, set against the backdrop of 
South Africa’s violent, veiled and subconscious resistance to the 
framework of the political economy, xenophobia is undoubtedly a 
desperate and ruthless reaction to socio-economic stresses. 
 
As one former government official informed me, “The situation in squatter 
camps and townships – it is like a tinderbox – anything could set it off. 
People are desperate.” 
 
But even though xenophobia is clear to see in the ‘event’ of the pogroms – 
nameless, faceless immigrants, murdered, burnt, beaten and driven out by 
enraged masses, it also lurks beneath the reality of daily life for the 
‘rightless’, penetrating and informing every choice, claim and opportunity. 
 
Take the exploitation of immigrants by landlords. According to sources, 
most immigrants in Khayelitsha’s ‘Harare’ and Kraaifontein’s Wallacedene, 
are forced to live in trying and dangerous conditions, most often in 
corrugated iron shacks – roasting in summer, and freezing in winter. 
 
“The most common form of accommodation in these areas is shacks (wood 
or tin) that are filthy, crowded and very uncomfortable,” said Tyanai 
Masiya, a Zimbabwean civil society activist based in Cape Town. “Since 
most are either unemployed, temporarily employed and underpaid, living 
in small crowded shacks becomes the only option. These shacks, made up 
of old and rusty zinc and rotten boards picked at the dump sites, are the 
worst kinds of shelter for human beings,” he said. 
 
Immigrants unable to meet lease requirements – such as legal status, 
stable employment and funding for deposits – may pay as much as R350-
R400 per room monthly for accommodation costing South African citizens 
R150. Where immigrants cannot finance the cost, they are allowed four to 
a shack room at R150 – R200 per head. 
 



“For an average normal room (on a properly constructed and approved 
house), Zimbabweans are paying between R600 and R1200 per person per 
room while locals are paying R150-R300 per person per room,” said the 
source. 
 
Immigrants were not aware of any legal or other recourse and feel helpless 
as they are subject to evictions and drastic rent increases without notice. 
“I am trapped,” said one car guard in South Beach, Durban. “There is 
nobody I can appeal too.” 
 
According to multiple sources, immigrants in the Kraaifontein area have 
been repeatedly robbed and stabbed, primarily by males between 15 and 
35 years old. “These people do not give you time to surrender what you 
have, they just pounce on you and begin to stab you all over. It is up to 
you to ask for forgiveness and pledge to give them all you have. If they 
feel that you want to resist they can easily stab you to death even in broad 
daylight. It’s dangerous out here,” said one interviewee. The sources 
claimed that language, dress code and physical features were used to 
identify immigrants. “When the robbers are not very certain if one is an 
immigrant, they get one into a dialogue, for example, through just 
greeting him/her. From the response they can detect if one is an 
immigrant. Those who are fluent in local languages such as Xhosa 
sometimes mistakenly get spared,” he said. 
 
Immigrants were presumed to wear loose clothing, with Zimbabweans 
perceived as ‘being neat’, and tucking in their shirts. Attacks, I was 
informed, are often in broad daylight – observed and witnessed by people 
on the streets and within homes. Lack of intervention, the sources 
claimed, was chiefly because people feared a) they would be seen as allies 
of immigrants, b) the attackers would turn on them, c) few wanted to get 
involved for several other reasons. While interviewees claimed that at 
least 40% of attacked immigrants had to seek medical attention, and that 
the perpetrators were known, often operating along the same routes, the 
police were allegedly reluctant to search for the attackers. According to 
one interviewee, “I suspect that these police get bribes from the robbers. 
Even if you tell them (the police) that you have seen your attackers 
somewhere, they will not go there. Yet you have taken a risk to go and 
report, because some who are seen reporting to the police are attacked 
again for reporting.” 
 
Field work for this article was made possible by the funding and support of 
the Centre for Civil Society, based at the University of KwaZulu-Natal 

 

Libya and Bahrain: contrasting Western attitudes 

 
 

 
 

Zafar Bangash 9 April 2011 
 
The West's hypocrisy stands exposed yet again in the contrasting  
policies toward uprisings in Libya and Bahrain. The US and allies  
Britain and France pressed the UN Security Council on March 17 to impose  
a no-fly zone on Libya. In Bahrain, on the other hand, 2,000 troops,  
mainly Saudis from the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), were rushed in on  
March 13 where they promptly perpetrated a bloodbath against unarmed  
peaceful civilians. The Saudi, Bahraini and Emirati troops also invaded  
hospitals dragging the wounded from their beds and throwing them in the  
streets. Doctors were also beaten up. Despite such barbarism by  
Western-backed Middle Eastern tyrannies, the US and its allies remain  



unmoved. The lives of Bahrainis are clearly unimportant compared to  
their vested interests. The people of Bahrain are asking for the same  
rights as people elsewhere in the Middle East: dignity, freedom and fair  
elections. 
 
In Libya's case, the West's wrath has been directed at Colonel  
Muammar Qaddafi. True, Qaddafi is neither a democrat nor loved by his  
people but the manner in which he has been targeted while ignoring the  
brutality unleashed by Saudi and Bahraini troops on unarmed civilians in  
Bahrain clearly exposes Western hypocrisy. Is Hamad ibn Isa al-Khalifa  
of Bahrain or Abdullah ibn Abdul Aziz al-Saud of Saudi Arabia any less  
brutal or corrupt than Qaddafi? 
 
Immediately after the Security Council vote, US President Barack  
Obama started issuing threats: Qaddafi must immediately comply; he must 
stop all attacks against civilians and he must withdraw his troops from  
areas recaptured from the rebels. Obama also borrowed language from his  
notorious predecessor George Bush: "these demands are not negotiable."  
Obama, the president for change, has now surpassed even Bush in  
resorting to raw force despite US woes in the Iraq and Afghanistan wars,  
which have bankrupted the US economy. 
 
Numerous targets were hit in the first cruise missile strikes on  
Libyan cities on March 19. The date coincides with the Western crusade  
launched against Iraq in 2003 resulting in 1.5 million deaths. Neither  
Obama nor his British and French counterparts are likely to lose any  
sleep over the killing of Arabs; they have honed their murderous skills  
over hundreds of years. The latest assault on Libya is merely a  
continuation of the colonial enterprise launched behind the veneer of a  
Security Council resolution. The crucial question is: what right do  
Western rulers have to decide who should rule in Libya or anywhere else? 
 
There is mounting evidence that the Saudi invasion of Bahrain was  
part of a larger plan involving both Raymond Davis, the CIA undercover  
agent who murdered two Pakistanis at point blank range in Lahore,  
Pakistan on January 27, as well as an attempt to prevent their own shaky  
hold on power in Riyadh. The Saudis were permitted to invade and occupy  
another country in exchange for securing the release of Davis. The  
murders became a bone of contention between an irate Pakistani public  
already seething under US drone attacks that have killed hundreds of  
innocent people, and the US whose CIA operative shot dead two Pakistanis  
in broad daylight in a busy street in Lahore. The Saudis arranged for  
blood money to be paid to relatives of the deceased in exchange for  
Davis's release. The much-maligned Shari`ah law was invoked to get Davis  
off the hook. So, Shari`ah is OK if it facilitates the release of an  
American murderer but not OK if Muslims want to apply it in their lives? 
 
The other point is also significant. The Saudis do not want  
disturbances spreading to the kingdom, at least not in any significant  
way. There were demonstrations in al-Qatif on March 10 and in Riyadh and  
Jeddah on March 11 but these were ruthlessly suppressed. The Saudis  
would rather fight their battle for survival in the streets of Manama  
than shooting Saudis in the streets of Riyadh or Jeddah. The Saudis view  
any challenge to the status quo in the region as a threat to their hold  
on power. Any change is also seen as benefitting Islamic Iran whose  
growing influence the Saudis fear. 
 
The uprising in Bahrain and now gathering momentum in Yemen sends  
shivers down the Saudis' collective spine. They fear their grip on power  
becoming loose. But it is Bahrain that worries the Saudis the most. The  



tiny Gulf state has a Shi`i majority ruled by the oppressive Khalifa  
family that is closely linked with the Americans whose naval Fifth Fleet  
prowls the Persian Gulf from there. This explains why the Americans have  
been so lukewarm in supporting the struggle of the Bahraini people. 
 
Zafar Bangash is Director of the Institute of Contemporary Islamic Thought 
www.crescent-online.net  

 

 

President Obama gets his groove back by attacking Africans  

 
 

 
 

Cynthia McKinney, former Georgia congresswoman and Green Party 
presidential candidate 8 April 2011 
 
“Had George H.W. or W. Bush or John McCain or any Republican done any 
of this there would be enough hot air to float the Hindenburg!“  
 
President Obama promised "change" to the people who voted for him. He 
told them to hope again and that change would come. But President 
Obama's change is really more of the same. Therefore, his elixir that was 
sold to the world was nothing more than snake oil. The most damage, of 
course, is being done to those whose dreams were intricately woven into 
his words, not realizing that words are not policy. In a most deadly 
treachery, those who believed in our President the most are the ones who 
are now suffering and dying the most.  
 
Some people, to this day, remain tricked by the salve of words for the 
wounds inflicted by our President. Others have begun to sink into despair 
while some search for answers. But our President is adept at giving us, in 
the words of the late, great Fred Hampton, Chicago's other son, "answers 
that don't answer, explanations that don't explain, and conclusions that 
don't conclude." It is to those searching for answers that I refer to my 
previous writings compiled on the websites below and to the writings of 
Bruce Dixon and Glen Ford and the entire BlackAgendaReport.com team 
and of Wayne Madsen whose writings can be found at 
WayneMadsenReport.com.  
 
In Rosa Clemente's and my 2008 Green Party "Power to the People" 
Presidential campaign, I tried to warn the attentive public of what was to 
come under an Obama Administration: even I could not imagine that it 
would get this bad.  
 
“Obama’s elixir was nothing more than snake oil.”  
I knew that dissent would be intolerable under an Obama Administration, 
enforced both from the Black political consensus and from the Democratic 
Party wingnuts--quashing dissent even with all of the attendant special 
interest burdens that come with any aspect of the Democratic Party.  
 
I knew that the Muslim world was going to be in for a shockingly rude 
awakening, but even I could not conceive of the carnage this President 
could bring to that part of the world--either by a policy that encourages 
Muslims to kill other Muslims, or by the dropping of bombs and the use of 
depleted uranium on Muslim communities. But not only that, we are seeing 
the murder of whole countries and the communities and cultures that gave 
rise to them. The President's policies are dismantling and dismembering 
Pakistan and Afghanistan as we watch. The U.S. Embassy in Iraq announced 



plans to employ a total of 16,000 people, doubling its staff, within the 
next two years. The only antidote to these policies is unity and I hope that 
the residents of these countries are able to unite and resist in a much 
more effective way than have "antiwar" "liberal" communities inside the 
United States. Of course, some individuals stand out and are leading the 
resistance now and I can only hope that their voices are heard and 
multiplied among the masses, both here and around the world.  
 
I do believe that Henry Kissinger was onto something when he marveled at 
the tremendous good will that this President has around the world and I do 
believe that Henry Kissinger, among others, sought to use that good will 
for their own purposes. After all, when you buy a President, like a slave, 
he becomes yours. It is clear now, that the people of the United States did 
not buy this President and so they do not own him. There are clear winners 
from the policies currently being pursued, but they are not the people.  
 
“The President's policies are dismantling and dismembering Pakistan 
and Afghanistan as we watch.”  
Speaking of Henry Kissinger, let me just say this about him and his 
minions: When I was in the Congress, I received a phone call from Alassane 
Ouattara from aboard Henry Kissinger's yacht. I had received many such 
calls from people wanting to benefit from my good reputation within the 
human rights and peace community in the United States and they wanted 
me to sell their particular potion of iniquity to people inside the United 
States and to the world. Usually, these people were the kind of people 
accustomed to buying the consciences of public persons, so my "no" 
resounded rather sharply to them, and I earned yet another set of 
crosshairs on my forehead, I guess.  
 
Alassane Ouattara and his Zionist wife, Dominique, were seeking my 
assistance--or maybe my silence--in his effort to become President of Ivory 
Coast. I applaud Laurent Gbagbo in his efforts to stave off imperialism in 
Ivory Coast, one of the few African countries that has not one iota of a 
relationship with the U.S. military. However, Democracy Now, FOX, CNN, 
AP, Reuters, and all the rest didn't tell you that when they ran their many 
stories about Ivory Coast. While the world will celebrate "democracy" 
arriving in Ivory Coast once Gbagbo is gone, the exact opposite will 
actually be the case. Handing Ivory Coast over to Henry Kissinger and his 
ilk is the policy of the Obama Administration. I guess, President Obama is 
proving his worth: perhaps no one could have done it better.  
 
But it doesn't stop there. Look at what President Obama's policies are in 
Haiti! When the devastating earthquake struck there, only the fifth in the 
entire history of that country, President Obama sent in the drones when 
the people needed food, shelter, and medical relief! How is that any 
different from George W. Bush and Michael Chertoff who sent men with 
guns into New Orleans, military and mercenaries, after Hurricane Katrina 
when the people really needed food? Now, because of President Obama's 
policies and his complete prostration before the Vicars of the Imperium--
that is, the Clinton Family--who call the shots on the future of the Haitian 
people, Haiti can only see more struggle against domination in its future. 
Hillary Clinton went to Haiti to snatch self-determination from the Haitian 
people in the victory of Jude Celestin and to instead select a musician 
buffoon who once mooned his audience in a concert for Haiti's Presidency, 
all with the smack of legitimacy granted when one can successfully 
threaten the Election Commission with revocation of visas to the U.S. and 
control the Organization of American States and the United Nations that 
has troops of occupation there.  
 
“Haiti can only see more struggle against domination in its future.”  



Had George H.W. or W. Bush or John McCain or any Republican done any of 
this there would be enough hot air to float the Hindenburg! The streets all 
across the United States would be aflitter! There would be animation in 
the Congress enough to make John Boehner cry! Instead, however, the 
very people who wield official power and who could stop this madness 
because they supposedly represent the interests of the people, silence 
themselves and let this happen. Unity, again is the antidote--the sand that 
can be thrown by a few into the gears of the machine.  
 
But, there is also pernicious collateral damage from our President's policies 
right here in the United States in the African-American community that 
brought itself up from slavery and U.S.-styled apartheid. President Obama 
has hastened the collapse of Black wealth in this country even as he feeds 
the beast of the bankers. And, although our President can be counted on 
to roundly condemn Black men on Father's Day, it seems that is the only 
treatment for which our President actively searches out Black people--for 
criticism and condemnation. The so-called Black Farmer "settlement" 
provides money for everyone but the initial Black Farmers who stood up 
and filed a lawsuit against the U.S. Department of Agriculture, but who 
now stand to lose 1.5 million acres under President Obama's watch. Under 
this President, Black people can be condemned, but not repaired.  
 
As a result, sadly, Blacks are slipping back more and more into economic 
and cultural servitude and political irrelevancy. And Michelle Alexander's 
clarion call in her book entitled "The New Jim Crow," reveals the true state 
of Black America. Just one tidbit from Ms. Alexander: “More African 
American men are in prison or jail, on probation or parole than were 
enslaved in 1850, before the Civil War began.” According to a recent 
Economic Policy Institute report, Black family wealth has fallen to just 
$2,000 while that of White families rests at $94,600.  
 
“President Obama has hastened the collapse of Black wealth in this 
country even as he feeds the beast of the bankers.”  
But, I have spouted these statistics for the past 20 years as they got worse 
and worse. I have done everything that I know to do to try and warn the 
next victims of what these policies all mean for them. And at a time when 
Japan is spewing radioactive material across the planet, our President goes 
to India and Chile hawking more nuclear potions while limiting the 
companies' liability when there is a disaster! The winners in all of our 
President's policies take their rewards to the bank. Woe is unto the rest of 
us.  
 
Finally, I have said too many times to recall the number, that politics is 
not a beauty contest, nor is it a popularity contest. Politics is about power 
and policy. And unless we cast our votes for the candidates who represent 
our best policy options, then we are practicing the politics of self-
abnegation. Nowhere is that more clear than in the case of the Black 
community where even thoughtful critique of our President is unwelcome. 
I want so much to change the world, but feel like Harriet Tubman must 
have felt when she approached slaves who did not want to be free because 
they didn't even know that they were enslaved!  
 
Well, I would never think of myself as either a "mongrel" or a "mutt;" and 
will not accept being subjugated and my country completely decimated by 
one who does. After all, if that's the way he describes himself, how can 
our President think highly of other similarly situated people? 2011, the 
International Year of People of African Descent, President Obama is 
perfectly situated to carry out these noxious policies. I am so angry for a 
moment I was tempted to start cursing. I am writing this piece instead, 
listening to Carlos Santana Samba Pa Ti, and just like his "Black Magic 



Woman" divining a bolder way to resist.  
www.indymedia.org.uk 
 
Cynthia McKinney  
hq2600@gmail.com  
http://www.blackagendareport.com/content/president-obama-gets-his-
groove-back-attacking-africans 

 

Britain: After 26 March demonstration 

 
 

 
 

For a 24 hour general strike! 
Editorial from Socialism Today, magazine of the Socialist Party (CWI in 
England & Wales) 8 April 2011 
 
The 26 March London march against the austerity policies of the Con-Dem 
government, called by the TUC six months ago, will undoubtedly be the 
biggest demonstration since the massive anti-war marches of 2003. This 
national demonstration follows a wave of local and regional 
demonstrations, including occupations of council budget-setting meetings. 
This is an answer to Mervyn King, governor of the Bank of England, who 
said he was “surprised that the degree of public anger has not been 
greater than it has”, given that working people were being asked to pay 
the price of the financial crisis.  
 
Most of the local marches were organised by rank-and-file activists, with 
Socialist Party members playing a prominent role in many areas. No doubt, 
these local demonstrations would have had a much bigger impact had the 
trade union leaders used their resources to mobilise for action. The 
national demonstration is long overdue. It will demonstrate the enormous 
potential power of the working class and its allies among students and the 
middle class. But by itself, a demonstration, however massive, will not 
stop the cuts or bring down the government. The unavoidable question will 
be: What action now?  
 
Even the TUC has called the demonstration a ‘march for an alternative’. 
However, it does not spell out either a course of further action or an 
effective economic alternative. Implicit in the approach of the TUC 
leaders, as well as other trade union leaders, is the ‘strategy’ of waiting 
for the return of another Labour government.  
 
The need for political representation  
New Labour, now under the leadership of Ed Miliband, offers no real 
alternative to the Con-Dem coalition. It accepts that some cuts are 
necessary. In essence, its policy is to carry out ‘fiscal consolidation’ (cuts 
in public spending, increases in workers’ tax and pension contributions) 
over a longer period. Waiting for the return of a New Labour government 
at the next general election is therefore no real alternative. By that time, 
the Con-Dems will have carried through devastating cuts – unless they are 
stopped by a massive, sustained movement of the working class.  
 
The political bankruptcy of New Labour underlines the need for an 
electoral alternative to provide working-class representation. An important 
part of the battle against the cuts will be standing scores of anti-cuts 
candidates in the May local elections. Many will stand under the banner of 
TUSC, the Trade Unionist and Socialist Coalition, which together with the 
Socialist Party involves militant trade unionists from the RMT transport 
workers’ union, PCS civil service union, and other unions. While mobilising 
opposition to local councils attempting to implement savage cuts, this 



electoral campaign should be seen as a step towards building a mass party 
of the working class which offers a socialist alternative to the three major 
capitalist parties.  
 
For a 24-hour general strike  
For trade unionists, however, the most important next step will be strike 
action. There will undoubtedly be many local strikes, and trade union 
leaders should be supporting such action rather than attempting to block 
it. But the devastating, national scale of the cuts being implemented by 
the Con-Dem government poses the need for national strike action, 
coordinated between the public-sector unions. This is made all the more 
urgent by the assault on pensions, with increased contributions and 
reduced benefits.  
 
On the issue of pensions, the PCS is discussing balloting for action in May or 
June, and the NUT (National Union of Teachers) and UCU (University and 
College Union) are also discussing action in the next few months. Other 
public-sector unions, however, are not so far proposing action.  
 
Yet pension ‘reforms’ – devastating cuts – are already being implemented, 
and we need action as soon as possible. The public-sector unions should 
coordinate balloting and proposals for national action, with the aim of a 
24-hour general strike, also involving unions in private-sector industries 
(such as the railways) that are also facing cuts. With determination, the 
obstacles posed by Britain’s repressive anti-trade union laws could be 
overcome.  
 
The first public-sector union national strike action should be accompanied 
by a national mid-week demonstration against cuts and attacks on 
pensions. This would give workers from across the public sector the 
opportunity of supporting strike action, and would increase the pressure on 
other public-sector unions to build for a one-day public-sector strike. 
Students could also be mobilised to join such a day of action.  
 
The 26 March will enormously raise the confidence of workers, and should 
be used as a launch pad for escalating such mass action against the cuts.  
 
An ultra-free market offensive  
Referring to the savage reduction in working-class living standards, and 
worse to come under the Con-Dem government, the TUC general 
secretary, Brendan Barber, appealed to George Osborne: “The chancellor 
should show he understands people’s concerns by doing more to promote 
jobs and a sustainable recovery, rather than simply offering sweeteners in 
the budget for big business and introducing measures that will mean a 
further deterioration of working conditions”. (TUC press release, 21 March) 
 
Barber shows that he has no understanding of the role played by the Con-
Dem government. Osborne and co are not merely trying to overcome the 
effects of the financial crisis. They are using the crisis as an opportunity to 
ruthlessly cut back the role of the state in the economy (widening the 
scope for profit-making private business) and savagely cutting back on 
public services, including the health service which they claimed they 
would protect. This programme has an ideological basis, which reflects the 
interests of finance capital, which favours an ultra-free market economy. 
How would Osborne ‘understand people’s concerns’?  
 
Undoubtedly, there are some sections of the capitalist class, particularly 
those who reflect the interests of manufacturing industry, who (like the 
New Labour leaders) favour spreading the cuts over a longer period. For 
instance, Jonathan Portes, director of the National Institute of Economic 



and Social Research (a think-tank traditionally close to the Treasury), 
writes: “Given this economic weakness, and the large amount of spare 
capacity in the economy, stretching out the fiscal consolidation by scaling 
back spending cuts seems reasonable”. He dismisses the idea that short-
term deficit reduction is necessary to avoid a government borrowing crisis 
as gross exaggeration: “…to liken the UK to Greece is scaremongering”. 
Pointing out that there are already over a million young people 
unemployed, he argues that the postponement of cuts and promotion of 
economic growth would be a more effective policy.  
 
However, it is still a capitalist policy: slow cuts and spread out austerity as 
opposed to the ‘instant’ deficit reduction proposed by Osborne, that may 
well push British capitalism into another downturn.  
 
For a socialist economic policy  
Some on the left have rightly raised the question of what is our 
alternative. For instance, George Monbiot (writing in The Guardian, 6 
March), says that we need to “unite behind what we want, not just against 
what we do not want”. Monbiot proposes a policy based on a big increase 
in taxation on the wealthy and big business, cuts in arms expenditure, and 
a massive expansion in public services. He also advocates the creation of 
green jobs through environmental projects. The proposed measures are all 
desirable in themselves and, if implemented, would improve the 
conditions of working people. It is possible that, given a deep economic 
crisis and a mass working-class movement, a capitalist government could 
concede some of these demands, if only temporarily.  
 
But the policy advocated by Monbiot does not address the class character 
of capitalism: big business, which operates for profit, would not tamely 
accept a big increase in taxation, or a sustained expansion of expenditure 
on welfare, education, the NHS, etc. Big business is already sitting on piles 
of cash, because it is not currently profitable to invest in new productive 
capacity. They would use all their economic and social powers to resist 
‘punitive’ taxation and redistributive public spending on services for 
working people.  
 
We need not merely an alternative policy, but an alternative to the 
current system, which is based on profit and the anarchy of the market. 
We need an economy which meets the needs of the majority. This raises 
the question of control of the economy, which could only be achieved 
through nationalisation of the banks and the big monopolies in the 
manufacturing and service sectors. The commanding heights of the 
economy should be run on the basis of a plan by democratic bodies made 
up of elected representatives from trade unions, community groups, 
consumer organisations, etc. Successful socialist planning would also 
require collaboration with the workers of other countries to begin a 
process of economic planning internationally.  
 
Socialists are at the forefront of the drive to build an effective mass 
movement against the cuts and, at the same time, we raise the need for 
clear, socialist aims.  
www.socialistworld.net 
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 Lila Chouli gives a behind-the-scenes view on protests in Burkina Faso. The 
spontaneous protests might prove that kicking a leader out might not need 
a formal organisation. 
 
Political tensions have been rising in the tiny West African nation of 
Burkina Faso following the death in police custody of student Justin Zongo 
on 20 February, which sparked widespread student anger. Authorities 
initially said the death was due to meningitis, a lie that only amplified the 
protests, which quickly spread from Zongo’s native town of Koudougou in 
west-central Burkina Faso to the entire country. Are these protests a mere 
imitation of developments in north Africa? 
 
Burkina Faso has a vibrant civil society that has managed to resist attempts 
by successive regimes in the post-colonial period to be co-opted into the 
single party system or the system of trade union representation that 
continues to dog the country.  
 
Events in Tunisia, Egypt and Libya certainly have encouraged mobilisation 
in Burkina Faso, where people also want the current regime ‘out’. From 
slogans such as ‘Tunisia is in Koudougou’ and ‘Burkina will have its 
Egypt’[1] to caricatures on Facebook, there are echoes of the Arab spring 
in the country and some youth groups in Koudougou have even compared 
Justin Zongo to Mohamed Bouaziz[2]. In contrast to Ben Ali’s Tunisia and 
Mubarak’s Egypt, Burkina Faso has always had a certain degree of freedom 
of information and expression and the right to organise. It is easier for 
young people from underprivileged classes to meet and plan their actions 
in person[3] rather than on the net[4].  
 
Yet the impact of developments in Egypt and Tunisia can be felt. During a 
demonstration in front of the regional council in Ouahigouya, an official 
driver who refused to obey the orders of the demonstrators was forced to 
flee. Another person who couldn’t force his way through, ‘slammed his 
brakes, got out of the car, fists up, made a V for victory sign to the 
applause of those around’.[5]  
 
Echoes of North Africa can also be seen in the relations with the police. 
Police brutality in the country make police stations a favourite target 
during demonstrations, yet in Leo some members of the armed forces 
reportedly apologised to demonstrators, assuring them they understood 
their desire for justice. ‘This immediately brought down tensions, 
demonstrators agreed to move on shouting bravos to the soldiers for their 
solidarity and compassion.’[6] 
 
This relationship between demonstrators and the police - which wasn’t 
reported from all areas - was even described as a kind of ‘pact of non 
aggression towards the police’[8] by the press, which saw the 
demonstrators as ‘insurgents grouped like a swarm of bees who advanced 
in front of the police brigade, fists raised, as if they had signed a pact of 
non-aggression, before taking on the tax authorities.’  
 
Essentially, the resemblance to the uprisings in the north lies in structural 
similarities - an unequal society, high unemployment, the lack of future 
perspectives, police violence, impunity, a closed political system, a 
bourgeoisie tied in with a non-functioning political administration and the 
longevity of the regime. 
 
The authorities also seem to have learnt something from the events in 
North Africa. The government did its utmost to calm people down after the 
violence between 22 and 24 February. On 28 February, the government’s 
press service announced that the governor and the regional police chief of 



the west-central area had been sacked. 
 
But the response of two student unions (ANEC Koudougoud and UGEB) to 
the announcement that police officers guilty of misconduct would be 
arrested, while continuing to reiterate that Zongo had died of meningitis, 
was: ‘You announce the arrest of policemen involved without clarifying the 
circumstances of his death. Who amongst the guilty have been 
arrested?’[9] The regime ordered security forces to barracks. Investigations 
were launched, one on the events in Koudougou, the other on what 
happened in Kindi and a third to focus on Poa.  
 
Nonetheless, the events in Burkina Faso also have a domestic momentum. 
They have their roots in local conditions. Indeed, since the end of the so-
called revolutionary period after the coup d ‘etat on 15 October 1987, 
which took the life of Thomas Sankara, there have been several face-offs 
with the regime of Blaise Campaore, some after violence in schools. In May 
1990, medical student and ANEB activist Dabo Boukary was tortured to 
death at the base of the presidential guard. For years, the authorities 
maintained he escaped; it was only during the big university strike in 1997 
that they hinted that he was in fact dead. On 9 May 1995, Garango 
students marched in support of their teachers fighting for better working 
and living conditions. Two students, Emile Zigani and Blaise Sidiani were 
killed. On 6 December 2000, Flavien Nebie, 12, was shot in the head during 
a march protesting the invalidation of the academic year by the University 
of Ouagadougou. The fact that the case dragged on for so long and passed 
from magistrate to magistrate shows the lack of seriousness in dealing with 
the death. Till today, Flavien Nebie’s death has not been clarified. The 
verdicts handed down to the two policemen who assassinated Emile Zigani 
and Blaise Sidiani eight years later speak volumes - one was given a 12 
month suspended sentence while the other was simply let off.  
 
The subservience of justice to political power is evident in these cases, as 
it was in that of Thomas Sankara and Oumarou Clement Ouedrago[10] and 
explains partially why far from decreasing, demonstrations are on the 
increase. 
 
The press was not exempt from such attacks. Norbert Zongo, the director 
of the weekly ‘The Independent’ and three of his companions were 
assassinated on 13 December 1998. Zongo was investigating the death of 
David Ouedraogo, the chauffeur of Francis Campaore, the president’s 
brother.[11] This event marked a turning point in the mobilisation against 
impunity. 
 
Unprepared for the scale of public protest which had spread throughout 
the country and involved all sectors of society, the regime began to waver 
and the country saw one of its most serious crises since the revolution. 
Thousands of people came out in the streets of Ougadougou and the 
provinces when news came that Norbert Zongo had died in a car 
‘accident’. People attacked symbols of state, including the headquarters 
of the presidential party, the Congress for Democracy and Progress (CDP). 
More than 20,000 people turned out for the funeral of the slain journalist 
on 16 December and public emotions ran high for several months after his 
death. 
 
The authorities didn’t take long to clamp down on the protests, even if it 
paid lip service to a negotiated solution, and there were arrests, militias 
were set up, sanctions were taken against strikers and schools were shut 
down. Eight years later, all charges were dismissed in the Zongo affair.  
 
The current situation in Burkina Faso, insofar as it is a spontaneous, 



popular and inclusive movement (school and university students, the 
informal sector and traders) is strongly reminiscent of that period, but the 
goals seem to be larger, at least for some demonstrators who want the 
movement to go much further. 
 
On the other hand, the violent aspect of current protests is not new in 
Burkina Faso. In 1998, there was the ‘enough is enough’ campaign, and in 
2008 riots erupted to protest the rising cost of living. But never has the 
country seen this kind of rage vented against police stations (burnt down in 
Reo, Yako, Koupela, Poutenga, Gourcy, Ouahigouya, Dory, Leo). Equally 
unprecedented has been the storming of prisons by demonstrators in Yako, 
Ouagadougou and Koupela and the freeing of prisoners. 
 
Not all public symbols were targeted - the anger was reserved for police 
stations, town halls, and the offices of governors; in short structures 
symbolic of the repression and lies unleashed during the repression in 
Koudougou. These were symbols of state - the police as forces of 
repression, the mayors who rule like potentates in their areas, the 
governors as representatives of the president. In fact, the governor of the 
centre-west area told protestors who wanted to meet him that he was 
there not because of the ‘people’s will but by the grace of the president of 
the country who nominated him as his representative in Koudougou.’[12] 
 
The bloody repression of the protests in Koudougou and the entire province 
of Boulkiemde was followed by attempts at appeasement, which suggests 
that the authorities are seriously worried about the spread of popular 
discontent.[13] Public anger is already high, first because Blaise Compaore 
wants to modify the constitution to allow him to stay on as president for 
life.[14] Meanwhile, negotiations with the Coordination of the National 
Coalition against the high cost of living (CCVC), which ended in February, 
have not been endorsed while at the same time prices continue to spiral, a 
situation not unlike that of 2008. At the same time, the mayor of 
Ouagadougou, Simon Compaore (no relation to the president) has 
announced that 31 March is the final date of payment of the local 
development tax[15] which sparked enormous resentment when it was 
introduced in 2008. Like in 1998, social and economic rights have 
combined with the issues of truth, justice and impunity. 
 
The peace overtures by the regime were also timed to coincide with the 
pan-African film festival (FESPACO) - a major cultural event in the country 
- which took place from 26 February to 5 March. The Burkinabe 
government is extremely attentive to its image abroad, which is why 
during the big student strike in 1997, classes were suspended in all schools 
in the capital to ‘allow students to benefit from the film festival’, notes 
the L’observateur Paalga.[16] But at the same time the newspaper 
wondered whether the measure wasn’t a strategy to prevent school 
students from linking up with university students who had been on strike 
for the previous five days. Moreover, government agents had infiltrated 
the protestors on campus. Classes were suspended throughout the country 
from 25 to 28 February when the suspension was extended until further 
notice. Classes were finally due to begin on 7 March (which didn’t happen 
because of demonstrations). It is worthwhile noting that the African 
Directors and Producers Guild issued a communiqué on 3 March calling on 
the international media to devote similar amounts of airtime to uprisings 
in other parts of the continent as they had to those in North Africa. It said 
it was the media’s responsibility to report on the aspirations of people 
wherever they might be.  
 
The regime quickly returned to its authoritarian and military reflexes when 
demonstrations spread throughout the country and a turning point came on 



11 March, the day the student union ANEB had called for a mass 
demonstration. The capital was completely sealed off by the army, the 
police and the gendarmes, who put down the protests. It was only that 
evening that Blaise Compaore deigned to address the nation for the first 
time since the unrest began. But he only talked about the material damage 
caused to public and private property.  
 
The regime has stuck to the same tactics it has used since 1997 to deal 
with the latest crisis, alternating carrot and stick while denouncing the 
fact that its concessions have failed to reduce tensions. This is the model 
of the way they dealt with the student unrest - protests, repression, 
arrests, legal measures, discrediting the movement (subversion), 
negotiations and calls for mediation. The authorities have always called for 
a mediator during every student uprising - in 1990 it was the Burkinabe 
Movement for Human and Peoples’ rights; in 1997 and 2000, it was the 
Mediateur du Faso; in 2008, it was the national Parliament itself, often in 
conjunction with spiritual leaders (traditional and religious). This time too, 
they have set up a six-member ‘committee for initiatives’ headed by the 
Bishop of Ouagadougou. The justification for discrediting the movement 
this time was that the students were being manipulated by the UNDD on 
behalf of an external power, in this case, the Ivorian Laurent Gbagbo. It is 
extremely unlikely that Hermann Yameogo has much influence with a 
youth movement that is prepared to put the lives of members on the line 
in the fight against impunity. This opposition politician, who has 
sometimes served as a state minister in the Compaore government, is a 
prime example of political opportunism and how some dissidents alternate 
between the ruling party and the opposition. But the accusation against 
him is strange, since normally unrest is blamed on the Volta Revolutionary 
Communist Party (underground) which was set up in 1978 and is accused of 
having links with the ANEB, thus justifying the repression.  
 
It wouldn’t be surprising if the regime didn’t point fingers at the 
communist party this time. The fact that they shut down all national 
universities and social welfare organisations on 14 March indicates that the 
government is trying to restrict the unrest to a problem in the education 
sector. It is equally obvious that this decision, coupled with the frustration 
that has been rising since 20 February, could lead to more violence during 
demonstrations which would in turn allow the state to initiate ‘legal 
proceedings’. This is another constant - arrests take place after each 
protest, the judiciary enters the game and the students are forced to find 
ways of supporting their comrades instead of keeping up the pressure.  
 
However, the latest protests are not necessarily part of an organised 
structure (trade unions, political parties, associations). And when one 
reads the various commentaries on the failure of the struggle in the wake 
of the Norbert Zongo affair and on developments in North Africa, one gets 
the feeling that the youth this time (and the less young who also came out 
spontaneously) is convinced that a formal organisation isn’t necessary to 
kick a leader out. 
www.pambazuka.org 
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Goldstone's Shameful U-Turn 

 
 

 
 

Ilan Pappe 6 April 2011 
 
"If I had known then what I know now, the Goldstone report would have 
been a different document." Thus opens Judge Richard Goldstone's much-
discussed op-ed in The Washington Post. I have a strong feeling that the 
editor might have tampered with the text and that the original sentence 
ought to have read something like: "If I had known then that the report 
would turn me into a self-hating Jew in the eyes of my beloved Israel and 



my own Jewish community in South Africa, the Goldstone report would 
never have been written at all." And if that wasn't the original sentence, it 
is certainly the subtext of Goldstone's article. 
 
This shameful U-turn did not happen this week. It comes after more than a 
year and a half of a sustained campaign of intimidation and character 
assassination against the judge, a campaign whose like in the past 
destroyed mighty people such as US Senator William Fulbright who was 
shot down politically for his brave attempt to disclose AIPAC's illegal 
dealings with the State of Israel. 
 
Already In October 2009, Goldstone told CNN, "I've got a great love for 
Israel" and "I've worked for many Israeli causes and continue to do so" 
(Video: "Fareed Zakaria GPS," 4 October 2009). 
 
Given the fact that at the time he made this declaration of love he did not 
have any new evidence, as he claims now, one may wonder how could this 
love could not be at least weakened by what he discovered when writing, 
along with other members of the UN commission, his original report. 
 
But worse was to come and exactly a year ago, in April 2010, the campaign 
against him reached new heights, or rather, lows. It was led by the 
chairman of the South African Zionist Federation, Avrom Krengel, who 
tried to prevent Goldstone from participating in his grandson's bar mitzvah 
in Johannesburg since "Goldstone caused irreparable damage to the Jewish 
people as a whole." 
 
The South African Zionist Federation threatened to picket outside the 
synagogue during the ceremony. Worse was the interference of South 
Africa's Chief Rabbi, Warren Goldstein, who chastised Goldstone for "doing 
greater damage to the State of Israel." Last February, Goldstone said that 
"Hamas perpetrated war crimes, but Israel did not," in an interview that 
was not broadcast, according to a 3 April report the website of Israel's 
Channel 2. It was not enough: the Israelis demanded much more. 
 
Readers might ask "so what?" and "why could Goldstone not withstand the 
heat?" Good questions, but alas the Zionization of Jewish communities and 
the false identification of Jewishness with Zionism is still a powerful 
disincentive that prevents liberal Jews from boldly facing Israel and its 
crimes. 
 
Every now and again many liberal Jews seem to liberate themselves and 
allow their conscience, rather than their fear, to lead them. However, 
many seem unable stick to their more universalist inclinations for too long 
where Israel is concerned. The risk of being defined as a "self-hating Jew" 
with all the ramifications of such an accusation is a real and frightening 
prospect for them. You have to be in this position to understand the power 
of this terror. 
 
Just weeks ago, Israeli military intelligence announced it had created a 
special unit to monitor, confront, and possibly hunt down, individuals and 
bodies suspected of "delegitimizing" Israel abroad. In light of this, perhaps 
quite a few of the faint-hearted felt standing up to Israel was not worth it. 
 
We should have recognized that Goldstone was one of them when he 
stated that, despite his report, he remains a Zionist. This adjective, 
"Zionist," is far more meaningful and charged than is usually assumed. You 
cannot claim to be one if you oppose the ideology of the apartheid State of 
Israel. You can remain one if you just rebuke the state for a certain 
criminal policy and fail to see the connection between the ideology and 



that policy. "I am a Zionist" is a declaration of loyalty to a frame of mind 
that cannot accept the 2009 Goldstone Report. You can either be a Zionist 
or blame Israel for war crimes and crimes against humanity -- if you do 
both, you will crack sooner rather than later. 
 
That this mea culpa has nothing to do with new facts is clear when one 
examines the "evidence" brought by Goldstone to explain his retraction. To 
be honest, one should say that one did not have to be the world expert on 
international law to know that Israel committed war crimes in Gaza in 
2009. The reports of bodies such as Breaking the Silence and the UN 
representatives on the ground attested to it, before and after the 
Goldstone report. It was also not the only evidence. 
 
The pictures and images we saw on our screens and those we saw on the 
ground told only one story of a criminal policy intending to kill, wound and 
maim as a collective punishment. "The Palestinians are going to bring upon 
themselves a Holocaust," promised Matan Vilnai, Israel's deputy minister of 
defense to the people of Gaza on 29 February 2008. 
 
There is only one new piece of evidence Goldstone brings and this is an 
internal Israeli army investigation that explains that one of the cases 
suspected as a war crime was due to a mistake by the Israeli army that is 
still being investigated. This must be a winning card: a claim by the Israeli 
army that massive killings by Palestinians were a "mistake." 
 
Ever since the creation of the State of Israel, the tens of thousands of 
Palestinians killed by Israel were either terrorists or killed by "mistake." So 
29 out of 1,400 deaths were killed by an unfortunate mistake? Only 
ideological commitment could base a revision of the report on an internal 
inquiry of the Israeli army focusing only on one of dozens of instances of 
unlawful killing and massacring. So it cannot be new evidence that caused 
Goldstone to write this article. Rather, it is his wish to return to the 
Zionist comfort zone that propelled this bizarre and faulty article. 
 
This is also clear from the way he escalates his language against Hamas in 
the article and de-escalates his words toward Israel. And he hopes that this 
would absolve him of Israel's righteous fury. But he is wrong, very wrong. 
Only a few hours passed from the publication of the article until Israeli 
Defense Minister Ehud Barak, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and of 
course the Nobel Peace Prize Laureate President Shimon Peres 
commissioned Goldstone with a new role in life: he is expected to move 
from one campus to the other and hop from one public venue to the next 
in the service of a new and pious Israel. He may choose not to do it; but 
then again he might not be allowed to attend his grandson's bar mitzvah as 
a retaliation. 
 
Goldstone and his colleagues wrote a very detailed report, but they were 
quite reserved in their conclusions. The picture unfolding from Israeli and 
Palestinian human rights organizations was far more horrendous and was 
described less in the clinical and legal language that quite often fails to 
convey the magnitude of the horror. It was first western public opinion 
that understood better than Goldstone the implications of his report. 
Israel's international legitimacy has suffered an unprecedented blow. He 
was genuinely shocked to learn that this was the result. 
 
We have been there before. In the late 1980s, Israeli historian Benny 
Morris wrote a similar, sterile, account of the 1948 ethnic cleansing of 
Palestine. Palestinian academics such as Edward Said, Nur Masalha and 
Walid Khalidi were the ones who pointed to the significant implications for 
Israel's identity and self-image, and nature of the archival material he 



unearthed. 
 
Morris too cowered under pressure and asked to be re-admitted to the 
tribe. He went very far with his mea culpa and re-emerged as an extreme 
anti-Arab and anti-Muslim racist: suggesting putting the Arabs in cages and 
promoting the idea of another ethnic cleansing. Goldstone can go in that 
direction too; or at least this is what the Israelis expect him to do now. 
 
Professionally, both Morris and Goldstone tried to retreat to a position that 
claimed, as Goldstone does in The Washington Post article, that Israel can 
only be judged by its intentions not the consequences of its deeds. 
Therefore only the Israeli army, in both cases, can be a reliable source for 
knowing what these intentions were. Very few decent and intelligent 
people in the world would accept such a bizarre analysis and explanation. 
 
Goldstone has not entered as yet the lunatic fringe of ultra-Zionism as 
Morris did. But if he is not careful the future promises to be a pleasant 
journey with the likes of Morris, Alan Dershowitz (who already said that 
Goldstone is a "repentant Jew") between annual meetings of the AIPAC 
rottweilers and the wacky conventions of the Christian Zionists. He would 
soon find out that once you cower in the face of Zionism -- you are 
expected to go all the way or be at the very same spot you thought you 
had successfully left behind you. 
 
Winning Zionist love in the short-term is far less important than losing the 
world's respect in the long-run. Palestine should choose its friends with 
care: they cannot be faint-hearted nor can they claim to be Zionists as 
well as champions of peace, justice and human rights in Palestine. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Ilan Pappe is Professor of History and Director of the European Centre for 
Palestine Studies at the University of Exeter. His most recent book is Out 
of the Frame: The Struggle for Academic Freedom in Israel (Pluto Press, 
2010). 

 

Goldstone's Shameful U-Turn 

 
 

 
 

Ilan Pappe 6 April 2011 
 
"If I had known then what I know now, the Goldstone report would have 
been a different document." Thus opens Judge Richard Goldstone's much-
discussed op-ed in The Washington Post. I have a strong feeling that the 
editor might have tampered with the text and that the original sentence 
ought to have read something like: "If I had known then that the report 
would turn me into a self-hating Jew in the eyes of my beloved Israel and 
my own Jewish community in South Africa, the Goldstone report would 
never have been written at all." And if that wasn't the original sentence, it 
is certainly the subtext of Goldstone's article. 
 
This shameful U-turn did not happen this week. It comes after more than a 
year and a half of a sustained campaign of intimidation and character 
assassination against the judge, a campaign whose like in the past 
destroyed mighty people such as US Senator William Fulbright who was 
shot down politically for his brave attempt to disclose AIPAC's illegal 
dealings with the State of Israel. 
 
Already In October 2009, Goldstone told CNN, "I've got a great love for 
Israel" and "I've worked for many Israeli causes and continue to do so" 



(Video: "Fareed Zakaria GPS," 4 October 2009). 
 
Given the fact that at the time he made this declaration of love he did not 
have any new evidence, as he claims now, one may wonder how could this 
love could not be at least weakened by what he discovered when writing, 
along with other members of the UN commission, his original report. 
 
But worse was to come and exactly a year ago, in April 2010, the campaign 
against him reached new heights, or rather, lows. It was led by the 
chairman of the South African Zionist Federation, Avrom Krengel, who 
tried to prevent Goldstone from participating in his grandson's bar mitzvah 
in Johannesburg since "Goldstone caused irreparable damage to the Jewish 
people as a whole." 
 
The South African Zionist Federation threatened to picket outside the 
synagogue during the ceremony. Worse was the interference of South 
Africa's Chief Rabbi, Warren Goldstein, who chastised Goldstone for "doing 
greater damage to the State of Israel." Last February, Goldstone said that 
"Hamas perpetrated war crimes, but Israel did not," in an interview that 
was not broadcast, according to a 3 April report the website of Israel's 
Channel 2. It was not enough: the Israelis demanded much more. 
 
Readers might ask "so what?" and "why could Goldstone not withstand the 
heat?" Good questions, but alas the Zionization of Jewish communities and 
the false identification of Jewishness with Zionism is still a powerful 
disincentive that prevents liberal Jews from boldly facing Israel and its 
crimes. 
 
Every now and again many liberal Jews seem to liberate themselves and 
allow their conscience, rather than their fear, to lead them. However, 
many seem unable stick to their more universalist inclinations for too long 
where Israel is concerned. The risk of being defined as a "self-hating Jew" 
with all the ramifications of such an accusation is a real and frightening 
prospect for them. You have to be in this position to understand the power 
of this terror. 
 
Just weeks ago, Israeli military intelligence announced it had created a 
special unit to monitor, confront, and possibly hunt down, individuals and 
bodies suspected of "delegitimizing" Israel abroad. In light of this, perhaps 
quite a few of the faint-hearted felt standing up to Israel was not worth it. 
 
We should have recognized that Goldstone was one of them when he 
stated that, despite his report, he remains a Zionist. This adjective, 
"Zionist," is far more meaningful and charged than is usually assumed. You 
cannot claim to be one if you oppose the ideology of the apartheid State of 
Israel. You can remain one if you just rebuke the state for a certain 
criminal policy and fail to see the connection between the ideology and 
that policy. "I am a Zionist" is a declaration of loyalty to a frame of mind 
that cannot accept the 2009 Goldstone Report. You can either be a Zionist 
or blame Israel for war crimes and crimes against humanity -- if you do 
both, you will crack sooner rather than later. 
 
That this mea culpa has nothing to do with new facts is clear when one 
examines the "evidence" brought by Goldstone to explain his retraction. To 
be honest, one should say that one did not have to be the world expert on 
international law to know that Israel committed war crimes in Gaza in 
2009. The reports of bodies such as Breaking the Silence and the UN 
representatives on the ground attested to it, before and after the 
Goldstone report. It was also not the only evidence. 
 



The pictures and images we saw on our screens and those we saw on the 
ground told only one story of a criminal policy intending to kill, wound and 
maim as a collective punishment. "The Palestinians are going to bring upon 
themselves a Holocaust," promised Matan Vilnai, Israel's deputy minister of 
defense to the people of Gaza on 29 February 2008. 
 
There is only one new piece of evidence Goldstone brings and this is an 
internal Israeli army investigation that explains that one of the cases 
suspected as a war crime was due to a mistake by the Israeli army that is 
still being investigated. This must be a winning card: a claim by the Israeli 
army that massive killings by Palestinians were a "mistake." 
 
Ever since the creation of the State of Israel, the tens of thousands of 
Palestinians killed by Israel were either terrorists or killed by "mistake." So 
29 out of 1,400 deaths were killed by an unfortunate mistake? Only 
ideological commitment could base a revision of the report on an internal 
inquiry of the Israeli army focusing only on one of dozens of instances of 
unlawful killing and massacring. So it cannot be new evidence that caused 
Goldstone to write this article. Rather, it is his wish to return to the 
Zionist comfort zone that propelled this bizarre and faulty article. 
 
This is also clear from the way he escalates his language against Hamas in 
the article and de-escalates his words toward Israel. And he hopes that this 
would absolve him of Israel's righteous fury. But he is wrong, very wrong. 
Only a few hours passed from the publication of the article until Israeli 
Defense Minister Ehud Barak, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and of 
course the Nobel Peace Prize Laureate President Shimon Peres 
commissioned Goldstone with a new role in life: he is expected to move 
from one campus to the other and hop from one public venue to the next 
in the service of a new and pious Israel. He may choose not to do it; but 
then again he might not be allowed to attend his grandson's bar mitzvah as 
a retaliation. 
 
Goldstone and his colleagues wrote a very detailed report, but they were 
quite reserved in their conclusions. The picture unfolding from Israeli and 
Palestinian human rights organizations was far more horrendous and was 
described less in the clinical and legal language that quite often fails to 
convey the magnitude of the horror. It was first western public opinion 
that understood better than Goldstone the implications of his report. 
Israel's international legitimacy has suffered an unprecedented blow. He 
was genuinely shocked to learn that this was the result. 
 
We have been there before. In the late 1980s, Israeli historian Benny 
Morris wrote a similar, sterile, account of the 1948 ethnic cleansing of 
Palestine. Palestinian academics such as Edward Said, Nur Masalha and 
Walid Khalidi were the ones who pointed to the significant implications for 
Israel's identity and self-image, and nature of the archival material he 
unearthed. 
 
Morris too cowered under pressure and asked to be re-admitted to the 
tribe. He went very far with his mea culpa and re-emerged as an extreme 
anti-Arab and anti-Muslim racist: suggesting putting the Arabs in cages and 
promoting the idea of another ethnic cleansing. Goldstone can go in that 
direction too; or at least this is what the Israelis expect him to do now. 
 
Professionally, both Morris and Goldstone tried to retreat to a position that 
claimed, as Goldstone does in The Washington Post article, that Israel can 
only be judged by its intentions not the consequences of its deeds. 
Therefore only the Israeli army, in both cases, can be a reliable source for 
knowing what these intentions were. Very few decent and intelligent 



people in the world would accept such a bizarre analysis and explanation. 
 
Goldstone has not entered as yet the lunatic fringe of ultra-Zionism as 
Morris did. But if he is not careful the future promises to be a pleasant 
journey with the likes of Morris, Alan Dershowitz (who already said that 
Goldstone is a "repentant Jew") between annual meetings of the AIPAC 
rottweilers and the wacky conventions of the Christian Zionists. He would 
soon find out that once you cower in the face of Zionism -- you are 
expected to go all the way or be at the very same spot you thought you 
had successfully left behind you. 
 
Winning Zionist love in the short-term is far less important than losing the 
world's respect in the long-run. Palestine should choose its friends with 
care: they cannot be faint-hearted nor can they claim to be Zionists as 
well as champions of peace, justice and human rights in Palestine. 
www.zcommunications.org 
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The World's Unemployed Youth: Revolution In The Air? 

 
 

 
 

Don Tapscott 5 April 2011 
 
A common thread to the revolutions in Tunisia and Egypt and protests 
elsewhere in the Middle East and north Africa is the soul-crushing high rate 
of youth unemployment. Twenty-four percent of young people in the 
region cannot find jobs. To be sure, protesters were also agitating for 
democracy, but nonexistent employment opportunities were the powerful 
catalyst. 
 
Youth unemployment is similarly dire in other parts of the world. In the 
UK, young people aged 16 to 24 account for about 40% of all unemployed, 
which means almost 1 million young adults are jobless. In Spain more than 
40% of young people are unemployed. In France the rate is more than 20%, 
and in the US it's 21%. In country after country, many young people have 
given up looking for work. A recent survey in the UK revealed that more 
than half of the 18- to 25-year-olds questioned said they were thinking of 
emigrating because of the lack of job prospects. 
 
Unemployed young people comprised a large portion of the crowd 
thatmarched in London on March 26 to protest against the economic 
policies of the government. Fortunately, the protest was largely peaceful. 
But youth unemployment will continue to stay high, and the coalition's 
austerity measures are not going to help. We're deluding ourselves if we 
believe the young will simply continue to be stoical and deferential to 
authority. 
 
Today's society is failing to deliver on its promise to young people. We said 
that if they worked hard, stayed out of trouble, and attended school, they 
would have a prosperous and fulfilling life. It turns out we were 
inaccurate, if not dishonest. And then we rub salt in the wound by saying 
we're in a "jobless recovery" – an oxymoron to tens of millions of young 
people who are having their hopes dashed. 
 



Widespread youth unemployment is one facet of a deeper failure. The 
society we are passing to today's young people is seriously damaged. Most 
of the institutions that have served us well for decades – even centuries – 
seem frozen and unable to move forward. The global economy, our 
financial services industry, governments, healthcare, the media and our 
institutions for solving global problems like the UN are all struggling. I'm 
convinced that the industrial age and its institutions are finally running out 
of gas. 
 
It is young people who are bearing the brunt of our failures. Full of zeal 
and relatively free of responsibilities, youth are traditionally the 
generation most inclined to question the status quo and authority. Fifty 
years ago, babyboomers had access to information through the new marvel 
of television, and as they became university-age and delayed having 
families, many had time to challenge government policies and social 
norms. Youth radicalisation swept the world, culminating in explosive 
protests, violence and government crackdowns across Europe, Asia and 
North America. 
 
In Paris in May 1968, protests that began as student sit-ins challenging the 
Charles de Gaulle government and the capitalist system culminated in a 
two-week general strike involving more than 11 million workers. Youth 
played a key role in the so-called Prague Spring in Czechoslovakia that 
same year. In West Germany, the student movement gained momentum in 
the late 60s. In the US, youth radicalisation began with the civil rights 
movement and extended into movements for women's rights and other 
issues, and culminated in the Vietnam war protests. 
 
Young people today have a demographic clout similar to that of their once-
rebellious parents. In North America, the baby boom echo is larger than 
the boom itself. In South America the demographic bulge is huge and even 
bigger in Africa, the Middle East and Asia. A majority of people in the 
world are under the age of 30 and a whopping 27% under the age of 15. 
 
The 60s baby boomer radicalisation was based on youthful hope and 
ideology. Protesters championed the opposition to war, a celebration of 
youth culture, and the possibilities for a new kind of social order. Today's 
simmering youth radicalisation is much different. It is rooted not only in 
unemployment, but personal broken hopes, mistreatment, and injustice. 
Young people are alienated; witness the dropping young voter turnout for 
elections. They are turning their backs on the system. 
 
Most worryingly, today's youth have at their fingertips the internet, the 
most powerful tool ever for finding out what's going on, informing others 
and organising collective responses. Internet-based digital tools such as 
Twitter, Facebook and YouTube were instrumental to the Tunisian and 
Egyptian revolutions. 
 
We need to make the creation of new jobs a top priority. We need to 
reinvent our institutions, everything from the financial industry to our 
models of education and science to kickstart a new global economy. We 
need to engage today's young people, not jack up tuition fees and cut back 
on retraining. We need to nurture their drive, passion and expertise. We 
need to help them take advantage of new web-based tools and become 
involved in making the world more prosperous, just and sustainable. 
 
If we don't take such measures, we run the risk of a generational conflict 
that could make the radicalisation of youth in Europe and North America in 
the 1960s pale in comparison. 



 

 

2010 Democracy Perception Barometer 

 
 

 
 

Democracy Perception barometer 4 April 2011 
 
What does democracy mean to ordinary citizens and how does it improve 
their lives? How do citizens think democracy is working for them and their 
communities? How do citizens think their local elected leaders and 
municipalities are doing and do they trust them? Is democracy becoming 
more entrenched in the communities in which they live? Is there a 
difference in citizens? views about how national government is doing 
compared to the local sphere of municipal government? Is the ballot used 
as an instrument of accountability or do citizens vote for other reasons? 
How do citizens feel about voicing dissent? And what does this all mean for 
the local government elections of 18th May 2011? 
 
These and other questions form the basis of the 2010 Democracy 
Perception barometer. The study engages and interprets the views of 330 
ordinary citizens who classify themselves as poor. It is their voices that are 
typically lost in national polls. They live in 6 rural communities 
(Nxamalala, Gezubuso, Mafakatini, KwaMpande, Ndaleni and Trust Feed) 
which are administered by 3 different local municipalities (Msunduzi Local 
Municipality, Richmond Local Municipality and uMshwathi Local 
Municipality) and fall under the uMgungundlovu District Municipality. All of 
the six communities have been the site of major political violence, 
struggle and repression leading up to the 1994 National General Elections 
and other ruptures subsequent to this date. Moreover, the historical 
context of these areas (barring Ndaleni) has meant that the voices of 
citizens who reside in these areas have typically been culturally inhibited. 
The perceptions reflected in this report, offer surprising boldness and 
suggest that the situation in which our communities exist is becoming 
serious; with high levels of unhappiness about how democracy is being 
practised and what it is delivering. 
 
The key findings which emerge from the 2010 Democracy Perception 
barometer 
are: 

•  The democratic state has succeeded in removing any uncertainty in the 
electorate around the holding of regular and free and fair elections. This 
democratic stability should be celebrated. However, although our 
respondents consider it important to vote and indicated that they would 
continue to do so; our respondents see democracy as much more than just 
being able to vote. 
Indeed, only 4% our respondents isolated the meaning of democracy to the 
ballot. The majority wanted more than a chance to choose where to put 
their 
crosses every five years. 

•  In the run up to the 2011 Local Government Elections we are seeing 
a lot of unrest based on unhappiness around the processes of appointment 
of 
candidates. Here we see a different understanding of democratic process, 
from the right of a party to appoint their preferred candidates to ordinary, 
not necessarily card-carrying members wanting to have a far greater say in 
this appointment. This raises questions regarding how a liberal democratic 



structure normally operates and suggests that the distinction between 
party 
and community has become blurred in the minds of local voters. 

•  Our study found that how democracy is defined and what is demanded 
of it is primarily determined by where citizens sit in relation to 
socio-economic advancements. Their socio-economic context determines 
what they need democracy to do for them. Hence, our respondents 
understand and find value in democracy in its classical sense but they 
primarily define democracy by the socio-economic outcomes which it 
delivers. For example, if citizens do not have a job and struggle to feed 
their families then the freedom to go where they want to go and say what 
they want to say doesn?t mean very much. They seek material 
transformation in democracy. 

•  Almost two-thirds (64%) of our respondents are dissatisfied with 
the direction South Africa is going. They are particularly worried about 
unemployment, low levels of job creation, poverty, the widening gap 
between rich and poor. These worries are positioned on a fault line of too 
many young people not in jobs or in further education. These 
socio-economic challenges hold within themselves the possibility of making 
democracy unsustainable. 

•  Our respondents have highlighted that one of the most important 
components of democracy is an accountable state. 

•  In a liberal democracy, the space to remove and replace 
governments is typically achieved through the ballot. Our respondents do 
not appear to use the ballot as an instrument of accountability or dissent. 
The way the ballot is used; to affirm historical and cultural affiliation to 
the African National Congress has meant that accountability is sought 
through other avenues, particularly local elected leaders and 
municipalities, which have cascaded downward pressure onto these the 
closer levers of state. 

•  Our respondents have voiced serious concerns about how they are 
represented, how services and development is delivered at the local 
sphere, 
and how oversight and leadership occurs at the national sphere. About a 
third (32%) of respondents felt that their municipality had performed well 
over the past year, compared to 56% who disapproved. In addition, more 
than half (52%) of all respondents indicated that service delivery was very 
poor or poor. 

•  There is a crisis in confidence and very low levels of public 
trust in local democratic structures. For example, 53% of respondents feel 
that their local elected leaders are not accountable. The ANC, it appears, 
has underestimated how strategically important the lowest levers of 
democracy are in fostering democratic stability. The structure, functioning 
and performance of local instruments of democracy demands urgent 
attention and possibly very serious refashioning. 

•  The municipalities in our study face acute vulnerabilities in 
functionality. Differential municipal spatial characteristics and localised 
challenges have resulted in porous service delivery and development. The 
migration of most of the basic service delivery competencies to the local 
sphere has contributed to exacerbating the local spheres tenuousness. 
Poor 
performance and low levels of functionality have heightened citizen 



feelings 
of marginalisation and relative deprivation (worsened by their rural spacial 
characteristics) as well as perceptions of corruption and an uncaring state. 
The arms of state which are positioned to deliver and uphold democracy 
appear to be floundering. 

•  Our report shows that respondents perceive local government to be 
doing worse than national government according to various performance 
ratings. The depth of this disapproval however is narrowing ? national 
government is seen to be complicit in the failures at local government 
level. For example: disapproval at local municipal level is 56% compared 
to 48% who disapprove at national government. 

•  The findings on how respondents may express dissent for poor 
service delivery and low levels of accountability revealed that the door to 
find joint solutions is still ajar ? respondents are prepared to negotiate 
and involve themselves in democratic fora with the state. The fact that 
they have not confronted the state directly through the means of protest, 
despite very high levels of dissatisfaction however should not be taken as 
an indicator of their social mood but rather as a result of their particular 
circumstances of dependence and vulnerability. Our respondents, based 
mostly in rural areas are not prepared to confront the state directly as a 
means of voicing dissent. 

•  Indeed, the boldness with which respondents have spoken out might 
even suggest that our respondents are getting their voices back and are 
breaking through the historical and cultural inhibitions despite the very 
direct risk for doing so. This suggests that the perceptions reflected in 
this report should perhaps be granted even greater weight. It might also be 
an indicator that people believe that the situation is becoming serious 
now. 
That even though challenges may neither be violent nor directly 
confrontational, but that ordinary citizens are saying, hey! This is 
important. It is serious. Let?s sit down and talk.? 
 
Full report available on http://www.pacsa.org.za/  

 

Libyan Interim Government – agents of imperialism  

 
 

 
 

Fred Weston 1 April 2011 
 
What started as a genuine revolution against Gaddafi, has been taken over 
by reactionary bourgeois elements. In the Interim Council, and now the 
newly formed Interim Government, direct representatives of imperialist 
interests have been promoted to leading positions. 
 
The conditions that led to the beginning of the Libyan revolution in 
February were created by the policies that the Gaddafi regime has been 
following in recent years, involving opening up the economy to foreign 
investment and privatisations, that led to growing social problems, such as 
very high unemployment. Some calculate that it could be as high as 35%. 
This is the result of the dismantling of a part of the old state owned 
system. 
 
Other important factors that fomented revolution are the rampant 
corruption within the regime and the stifling lack of democracy and basic 
rights. After decades of strict state censorship and control people feel they 



want to be able to speak their minds and put forward their grievances 
without running the risk of being imprisoned, tortured or simply 
“disappearing”. 
 
The revolutions in Tunisia and Egypt were the sparks that in these 
conditions led to the revolutionary uprising in cities like Al Bayda, 
Benghazi and Misurata. Initially the movement swept across Libya from city 
to city, and in such a massive upsurge the state de facto collapsed in many 
areas of the country. Power simply fell into the hands of the revolutionary 
people. As the revolt seemed to be winning in one town after another, the 
rebels in Libya thought Gaddafi’s regime would soon go, as did the 
imperialists. It seemed that Gaddafi’s days were numbered and that soon 
the uprising would engulf Tripoli. But it didn’t! We have explained why in 
Why has the revolution stalled in Libya? 
 
Before it became evident that Gaddafi still had important reserves of 
support and also a well-trained and well-equipped military force, a section 
of the Gaddafi regime also drew the conclusion that the regime was about 
to fall. This explains the defections of a number of leading figures from 
within the regime, including ministers in Gaddafi’s government. 
 
We have to ask ourselves why these individuals jumped ship so quickly. It 
is clear that they felt the revolution was going to go the same way as in 
neighbouring Tunisia and Egypt and that Gaddafi would end up like Ben Ali 
and Mubarak. Just like the Egyptian military chiefs, these defectors must 
have thought that it was better to “side with the revolution” than to be 
swept away by it. No doubt they wanted to play the same role as the 
Egyptian generals or of figures like Gannouchi in Tunisia, i.e. put 
themselves at the head of the revolution in order to derail it and maintain 
it within safe limits. 
 
The nature of the Interim Council and Government 
This brings us to the role played by the Interim Council that was 
established in Benghazi. This Council was thrown up by a situation in which 
the masses had brought down state power, but did not know what to 
replace it with. There was a de facto power vacuum created. In this 
situation accidental elements came to the fore, who are now clearly 
playing a counter-revolutionary role. 
 
Initially, the revolutionary youth were to the fore. From the very early 
days of the uprising we saw tension between this youth and the people 
appointed to the Interim Council. The youth were against outside 
interference. They wanted to carry out a revolutionary overthrow of 
Gaddafi. But that was not what the Council leaders wanted. They blocked 
attempts at a revolutionary overthrow and marginalised the revolutionary 
youth. 
 
They successfully transformed what had started out as a genuine 
revolution into a war to remove Gaddafi, but without in anyway changing 
Libya’s relationship with imperialism, without in any way challenging the 
economic policies of Gaddafi. In fact on the economy both Gaddafi and the 
Council have similar positions: opening up to the west, privatisation, and 
so on. 
 
How does one explain this dramatic turnaround in the situation? For this it 
is useful to look at the composition of the Council itself. The Interim 
Council has a significant number of individuals who had been part of the 
Gaddafi regime until very recently. These are people who have taken 
advantage of the sweep of the Arab revolution to push forward their own 
agenda inside Libya. 



 
The President of the Interim Council is Gaddafi ex-Minister of Justice, 
Mustafa Abdel Jalil. We also have Gaddafi’s ex-Minister of the Interior, 
general Abdul Fattah Younes, who went over to the rebels at the end of 
February. Here we have two figures who until only a few weeks ago were 
in charge of Gaddafi’s police and judicial system. Among the “rebels” we 
also have the ambassadors to Britain, France, Spain, Germany, Greece, 
Malta and Italy, Abdel Monehim Al Honi, Libya’s ex-ambassador to the Arab 
League and Abdullarhin Shalgam, the ambassador to the UN. 
 
The local councils which emerged in the cities where the revolution won, 
initially were made up of mainly human rights activists, lawyers, 
professors, experts of all sorts, some of which were most probably genuine 
democrats. Some of them were also appointed to the original Interim 
Council, together with former top Gaddafi officials. But now things have 
moved on further. As imperialist powers have become more and more 
involved in the conflict, they also want to make sure that their own people 
are leading the rebels, whom they do not trust completely. A whole layer 
of characters have now surfaced and been catapulted to the head of the 
rebels. Their common characteristic is that they are known to the West, 
some of them having spent decades in exile in the US, funded by the CIA 
and other agencies, others having been in charge of the implementation of 
the privatisation program and the “opening up of the economy” under 
Gaddafi. 
 
One of these shady characters is Khalifa Hifter who only arrived in 
Benghazi on March 14, directly from his exile in the USA, and has been 
proclaimed as the military chief of the “Free Libya Army”. He is a former 
colonel in Gaddafi's army, who in the past set up the “Libyan National 
Army” which was a Contra-type group operating from within Chad, 
receiving training and funding from the CIA, as well as Saudi Arabia, Egypt, 
Morocco, Israel and Iraq, the Saudis, donating $7million to the NSF. They 
also received support from French intelligence. Thus, the man now in 
charge of military operations is a direct agent of US imperialism. 
 
A new “interim government” has been declared, and its make-up is an 
indication of the counter-revolution which has been carried out in the 
liberated areas of Libya. All of its members are also agents of imperialism. 
 
Ali Tarhouni, who returned to Libya at the end of February, was appointed 
finance minister on 23 March. He fled Libya in 1973 in the period in which 
Gaddafi was beginning to move against private enterprise and was 
subsequently involved in the reactionary Libyan opposition abroad. He is a 
Senior Lecturer in Business Economics at the University of Washington and 
has always openly called for widespread privatisation in Libya. 
 
Ali Abd-al-Aziz al-Isawi has been designated Minister of Foreign Affairs. He 
previously served as Secretary for Economy, Trade and Investment in 
Gaddafi’s regime. Prior to that he had founded the Centre for Export 
Development in 2006 and became its first Director General. He was also 
the Director General of the Ownership Expansion Programme (a 
privatization fund) in 2005. 
 
Mahmood Jibril has been appointed Prime Minister of the Interim 
Government. Educated in Cairo and the US, he has spent most of his life 
training the Arab elite in capitalist managerial techniques. In 2007 he was 
appointed head of the National Economic Development Board in Libya, a 
semi-governmental body directly accountable to the Prime Minister, and 
charged with restructuring the economy and the state to make them 
compliant with international capitalism. A Wikileaks cable says this about 



a meeting with him at the US embassy: 
 
“Jibril welcomed American companies, universities and hospitals to 
participate in this endeavour [of restructuring the economy]... According 
to Jibril, there are 11,000 development projects in Libya... The NEDB’s 
role in these projects is to ‘pave the way’ for private sector development, 
and to create a strategic partnership between private companies and the 
government.” (Full cable: 09TRIPOLI386) 
 
Omar Mokhtar El-Hariri has been made Minister of Military Affairs. He was 
involved in the initial 1969 coup against the monarchy that brought 
Gaddafi to power. However, he was also involved in a plot to overthrow 
Gaddafi in 1975, a clear attempt to stop Gaddaf’s programme of 
nationalisations. After the coup failed, he was arrested, served 15 years in 
prison until 1990 when he was placed under house arrest. When the revolt 
erupted he sided with the rebels in the east. 
 
As we can see, the lawyers and community activists, youth and so on, who 
were part of the initial Interim Council seem to have been pushed to one 
side. Of the four ministers so far announced we have two from the Gaddafi 
camp, two from the reactionary part of the opposition, but all of them 
stooges of imperialism. Some of them hark back to the early days of the 
Gaddafi regime, when it was an openly bourgeois military dictatorship. 
None of these can even be classed as “genuine democrats”. These are all 
people whom the US “know and trust”. All these people are direct agents 
of imperialism and are against the revolution. 
 
It is precisely this change within the opposition, with its direct appeals to 
imperialist powers, that has strengthened Gaddafi. We have seen reports 
of people saying that they are against Gaddafi the tyrant, but if foreign 
powers bomb Libya they will stop fighting against him and join him in the 
fight against the imperialist aggressor. A recent report in The Independent 
explains that, “The conduct of those who should be allies nearer home is 
also causing problems for the rebels. At some towns and villages, residents 
turned against them and fought alongside loyalist troops.” 
 
Imperialism manoeuvres behind scenes to defend its own interests 
It is clear that imperialism has been manoeuvring behind the scenes to 
place trusted stooges in positions of command in the areas that have been 
liberated from Gaddafi’s forces. In all this the initial revolution has been 
snuffed out. We are no longer dealing here with a revolution to overthrow 
Gaddafi. It has become a pure imperialist aggression to remove one 
reactionary regime and replace it with a more pliant one. 
 
If the government in the east should successfully come to power in the 
whole country it will not produce the regime that the masses wanted. It is 
sufficient to look at the Karzai regime in Afghanistan or the Maliki regime 
in Iraq to see what kind of regime we could expect to see in Libya. Any 
regime that comes to power on the back of imperialist bayonets cannot be 
a regime that solves the burning social and economic problems of the 
working masses. It cannot even guarantee genuine “bourgeois democracy”. 
It would be a regime in which the different factions and groupings, 
including the various tribal leaders, would vie for power and influence. It 
would be a corrupt regime, no better than that of Gaddafi’s. 
 
The idea has been raised by some that this is a “war for oil”. Oil is a factor 
in the situation, but to limit one’s analysis to this would be simplistic to 
say the least, as imperialism already had access to Libyan oil, as the many 
lucrative contracts granted by the Gaddafi regime to foreign multinational 
oil corporations testify. 



 
The decision taken by imperialism to intervene in Libya has to be viewed 
within the wider context of the ongoing Arab revolution. The Tunisian and 
Egyptian revolutions set in motion a process that has engulfed, to one 
degree or another, practically the whole of North Africa and the Middle 
East. Key countries, such as Saudi Arabia and the other oil-producing Gulf 
states, risk being toppled. Bahrain has seen a powerful movement that 
risked infecting Saudi Arabia. 
 
Initially the imperialists were taken completely by surprise. Faced with the 
Egyptian revolution they did not know what to do. The Obama 
administration eventually concluded that some loosening up from the top 
was necessary in order to avoid losing control altogether. 
 
Libya, however, has provided the opportunity for direct military 
intervention, which would have been impossible in Tunisia or Egypt. In 
Egypt they sent naval forces to the Suez Canal, but were unable to use 
them. In fact, had they used them they would have provoked massive 
opposition and would have destabilised the whole region even more. 
 
In the case of Libya, however, they have taken advantage of the situation 
to present their intervention as being for “humanitarian” reasons. If this 
were the case, why are they not bombing the Bahraini regime, or the 
regime in the Yemen? There, they are de facto acquiescing to brutal 
repression of the revolution. 
 
In Libya they have managed to place at the head of the rebels a 
government which is nothing other but their stooge. This “government of 
free Libya” called on the imperialists to impose a no-fly zone, thus giving 
the imperialists the cover they required. They can disguise their open 
imperialist aggression as being in “favour of the revolution”. 
 
This allows them to regain some of the credibility they had lost in the Arab 
world after the war in Iraq, especially as the Arab League as well as the 
UN, who didn't support the war in Iraq, called for the action. It also 
establishes a precedent which can be used in the future to justify 
intervening in other countries. 
 
For example, should the Saudi regime collapse, which is a concrete 
possibility in this situation, the US will not be able to simply stand back. 
The oil reserves there are crucial to the interests of all the imperialist 
powers, and they would have to intervene. Libya thus sets a dangerous 
precedent. 
 
From no-fly zone to active intervention 
It is now the stated policy of all the imperialist powers that Gaddafi must 
go, how and exactly when, they may not agree on. They still maintain, 
however, that the no-fly zone has been imposed merely to “defend 
civilians”. But where does one draw the line? 
 
The intervention of NATO forces has already gone beyond the mere 
imposition of a no-fly zone. They are not just stopping Gaddafi’s planes 
from flying. They have bombed tanks, armoured cars, missile launchers 
and also specific buildings. This is not just about “defending civilians” as 
they claim. NATO has become the air force of the Interim Government in 
the east, i.e. of their own stooge government. 
 
However, by simply stopping Gaddafi’s planes from flying they are not 
going to achieve his removal. He has far superior and better trained forces 
and this can be seen in the fighting that is taking place. The Interim 



Government’s forces are proving incapable of advancing militarily in any 
serious manner. In the past few days they have been pushed back from the 
positions that they had taken earlier, from Bin Jawad all the way back to 
Ajdabya, in spite of having the backing of NATO’s air power. 
 
Thus, the only way they can really remove Gaddafi is to step up the level 
of NATO operations. There has now been some speculation as to whether 
NATO should arm the rebels. That would be the next logical step of the 
imperialist intervention. The only problem with that is that they are not 
sure where the arms would end up. That means the imperialists don’t fully 
trust the rebels to do the job for them. 
 
Thus at some stage ground forces would have to be deployed. There has 
been admission to the fact that special forces, military advisers, etc., are 
already operating on the ground. The intervention risks becoming like Iraq, 
a war on the part of imperialism to impose a government to its liking. It 
has nothing whatsoever to do with supporting the revolution or 
guaranteeing the Libyan people their democratic rights. 
 
Just as in Iraq, we must oppose imperialist aggression, be that in the form 
of aerial bombardment, “military advisers” or ground troops. Should the 
imperialists succeed in their aims in Libya, it would be a blow to the Arab 
revolution. Instead of a genuine expression of the will of the Libyan people 
we would have yet another imperialist-imposed stooge government that 
would proceed to serve the interests of imperialism. 
 
Such a government would be corrupt and in the pockets of imperialism. It 
would proceed to accelerate the process of privatisation, which the 
multinational corporations would be keen to get involved in. 
 
Let us not forget that in Afghanistan Karzai does not govern with a genuine 
mandate from the people. He wins elections through blatant fraud and 
stays in power thanks to the presence of foreign troops. In Iraq the 
“western-style democracy” has recently fired on peaceful protesters. 
 
From the beginning we have made our opposition to Gaddafi and his 
regime clear. This was a dictatorial and oppressive regime which politically 
and economically was following imperialist dictated policies. However, the 
Libyan people cannot win genuine freedom by putting their fate in the 
hands of the imperialists. The Sarkozys and Camerons of this world are not 
interested in the youth and working people of Libya. Their interests are 
those of the capitalist class they represent. In their own countries they are 
attacking workers’ basic living conditions and are facing growing 
opposition as last Saturday half a million strong trade union demonstration 
in London clearly showed. 
 
If Gaddafi is overthrown with the direct intervention of the military power 
of the imperialists, the people of Libya will not be free, but will have to 
prepare for a second revolution to remove the puppets of imperialism. 
www.marxist.com 
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With the 2011 Forbes List of the world’s billionaires recently released – 
and acutely aware of the huge volume of unaccounted for money found in 



offshore havens – Joan Baxter discusses the ‘highly stratified world that 
has become treacherously top-heavy’. 
 
This year’s Forbes List of the world’s wealthiest people is out. On the 
heels of the global financial crisis, with sky-rocketing food prices, climate 
change already making life even more difficult for poor farmers in 
developing countries, with conflict and political turmoil around the world 
and with a billion or so people going to bed (if they have one) hungry every 
night, the super-rich are doing very well for themselves indeed. The 
Forbes List of billionaires has swollen this year to a record 1,210 
individuals.[1] On a planet with nearly 7 billion people, just 1,210 people 
(including 14 in Africa) possess $45 trillion, equivalent to 77% of the 
world’s GDP.[2] 
 
But the Forbes List doesn’t tell the whole story. It includes only billionaires 
with publicly traded fortunes. While it does include several billionaires 
who made their vast fortunes by pillaging natural resources and wealth in 
Africa and elsewhere around the world, it misses their accomplices – the 
billionaire leaders of a whole slew of African, Middle Eastern and central 
Asian countries. The list doesn’t include men like Libya’s Muammar 
Gaddafi, who controls a stash worth ‘tens of billions’ that he managed to 
launder over the years using Swiss banks.[3] Nor does it include Egypt’s 
former ruler, Hosni Mubarak, whose fortune is being estimated – now that 
he is deposed and no longer being coddled (and financed) by his Western 
friends – in the tens of billions.[4] 
 
If one could find all of these offshore holdings and add them to the $4.5 
trillion net worth of the Forbes List billionaires, the amount would be more 
than staggering; it would be simply inconceivable. But we cannot track 
down their fortunes because they are well hidden. 
 
In 2005, wealthy individuals held an estimated $11.5 trillion (about a 
quarter of the world’s total wealth at the time) ‘offshore’,[5] a 
euphemism for tax havens or secrecy jurisdictions where it’s possible to 
stash vast amounts of wealth out of sight, certainly out of the grasp of 
governments in search of much-needed tax revenue. Some of these tax 
havens are actually not offshore at all, such as the City of London and 
Manhattan.[6] The Tax Justice Network’s ‘Financial Secrecy Index’ ranks 
Delaware in the US as the number one of 60 secrecy jurisdictions, followed 
by Luxemburg, Switzerland and the Cayman Islands.[7] African tax havens 
include Liberia, Mauritius and the Seychelles. For every aid dollar handed 
across the table to Africa, ten dollars are taken back, primarily using 
Western banks and the offshore.[8] 
 
Over the past few decades, financial markets that were once subordinate 
to the real economy came to dominate it. Institutional investors took over 
and the search for the maximum profit in the shortest possible time 
became the only rationale for investment.[9] 
 
Of course, not all the super-rich are created equal. Some are neither 
greedy nor selfish; some are downright generous and patriotic and 
acknowledge that they owe much to the society that allowed them to 
become rich in the first place, and they dutifully pay taxes. 
 
But many at the top of the monetary food chain hide their wealth in tax 
havens and virulently oppose progressive taxes that would help even out 
the alarming disparities and curb the dangerous accumulation of so much 
wealth in so few hands. Many use the power that their wealth affords them 
to engage armies of middlemen, accountants, lawyers and financial 
wizards to ensure that no one can get at their money. They fund ‘think 



tanks’ that fill the media (many of which they own) with propaganda that 
glorifies the wealthy and demonises the poor, the working people, the 
public sector, taxation and government itself. They undermine democracy, 
funding politicians and then lobbying them to block reforms of the 
financial system and regulations that might impede the growth of their 
wealth. 
 
In this gilded age, where so few own so much (and can avoid paying taxes 
by hiding their wealth in tax havens) and the rest suffer or are left to their 
own devices to merely survive, a new vocabulary – a glossary of greed – has 
developed around and for the super-rich. It speaks volumes about the new 
globalised order where disparity and extreme inequality reign supreme, 
just like the global over-class. 
 
OF HNWIS AND UHNWIS 
First, it’s important to know that there are official terms for the very rich. 
They are known as ‘high net worth individuals’ or HNWIs. These are people 
who can, at the drop of a hat, put their hands on a million US dollars in 
‘liquid assets’,[10] also known as cash. 
 
The HNWIs’ numbers have started to grow again, following the global 
financial crisis of 2008, which a good number of them helped bring about 
with their reckless and woolly get-rich-on-bad-debt and derivatives 
schemes. In 2009, there were 95,000 HNWIs in the world (at least ones 
that we know of – many crime bosses, despots and dictators would 
certainly swell this number were their wealth not hidden offshore). 
Between 2008 and 2009 their net worth rose 18.9 per cent – to $39 
trillion.[11] 
 
But all is relative when it comes to wealth. Just as the world’s majority – 
the average person in Africa, Latin America and Asia – can still be 
considered extremely poor (monetarily) next to the average person living 
in Europe or North America, so are the run-of-the-mill HNWIs relatively 
poor when compared with the UHNWIs. These are the ‘ultra high net worth 
individuals’, people who can produce $30 million cash at any moment.[12] 
UHNWIs have also seen their fortunes soar in the aftermath of the 2008 
financial crisis. In 2009, their wealth rose 21.9 per cent.[13] 
 
These days, however, given that 1,210 individuals now possess fortunes in 
the billions – far in excess of the lowly cut-off point of $30 million for 
UNHWIs – perhaps it’s time to come up with a new term to accommodate 
the swelling ranks of billionaires. Perhaps RAUHNWIs, ‘ridiculously, 
appallingly and unbelievably high net worth individuals’? 
 
THE COST OF LIVING EXTREMELY WELL 
Since 1976, Forbes has been providing a ‘CLEWI’ – Cost of Living Extremely 
Well Index’ – for the monetarily well endowed. Forbes earnestly explains 
that the CLEWI is ‘to the very rich what the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 
Consumer Price Index [CPI] is to ordinary people’. Between 2009 and 2010, 
the CLEWI showed a 1 per cent inflation rate on the HNWI basket of basics, 
while the CPI for ‘ordinary people’ rose 1.1 per cent.[14] 
 
But those things in an ordinary person’s basket – a cup of rice or grain 
perhaps and a couple of tablespoons of oil for the average West African, or 
a panoply of nutritious foodstuffs and other things average citizens in rich 
countries consider basics – are a far cry from what is to be found in the 
CLEWI baskets. Prices for some items have stayed steady: a suite at the 
New York Four Seasons ($4,650), a Rolls Royce Phantom ($380,000), a 
Hattaras 80 MY motor yacht ($5,281,600) and a facelift at the American 
Academy of Facial Plastic & Reconstructive Surgery (still just $17,000). 



 
The CLEWI shows that in 2010 HNWIs had to cough up 5 per cent more for 
VIP (very important person) care in the Washington Hospital Center. One 
day with concierge, security, gourmet meals, supplies and specialised 
nursing care a day set them back $2,421. 
 
But if the high cost of living extremely well and all the stress and mental 
anguish of being super-rich causes a need for psychiatric care, in 2010 
HNWIs could still get a psychiatrist on New York’s Upper East Side for the 
same rate they could in 2009: $325 per 45-minute session. 
 
For some of the world’s wealthiest, even the standard luxury items in the 
CLEWI basket may be far beneath them. Last year, Indian billionaire 
Mukesh Ambani moved into a 27-storey home in Mumbai, the first 
residence valued at a billion dollars.[15] And soon the truly filthy rich will 
be able to purchase the world’s first billion-dollar yacht.[16] The 500-foot 
monstrosity is to be called ‘Streets of Monaco’, a floating theme park 
modelled after Monaco itself – a favourite tax haven for billionaires. 
 
The world’s HNWIs, after a short period of relative hardship and belt-
tightening during the worst of the financial crisis, have also been returning 
now to their ‘passion investments’.[17] Passion investments include 
expensive self-indulgences (jewellery, gems, watches) and ‘luxury 
collectibles’ such as extravagant boats, automobiles and jets, art and 
‘collectible’ wines.[18] 
 
OF WEALTH CARE AND PRIVATE WEALTH MANAGEMENT 
HNWIs are in high demand from ‘private wealth managers’. These are 
people who make lots of money by making lots and lots of money for the 
super-rich. Private wealth managers are often HNWIs themselves. They 
offer ‘wealth care’ services, which may be as much a priority for HNWIs as 
is health care for ordinary mortals. 
 
The Goldman Sachs Group is big in the wealth care business. A financial 
behemoth with its tentacles spread around the world in countless 
subsidiaries, Goldman Sachs is a ‘a leading banking organization’[19] 
incorporated, no surprise, into the onshore–offshore tax haven of 
Delaware.[20] It caters especially to high and ultra high net worth 
individuals, offering them ‘private wealth management’ (PWM) with a 
whole range of ‘private wealth products and services’.[21] Most are 
offshore, safe from taxes. 
 
Goldman Sachs has many friends in very high places, and has even been a 
useful stepping stone to get them there. Current World Bank president 
Robert Zoellick is an alumnus of Goldman Sachs where he was vice chair, 
after his stint as US deputy secretary of state under President George W. 
Bush.[22] Goldman Sachs has been home to a remarkable number of 
luminaries that have been given key government positions in the Obama 
White House.[23] The author Dambisa Moyo also emerged from the ranks 
at Goldman Sachs. Not surprisingly, she argues in her best-selling book 
‘Dead Aid’ that wild west-and-east capitalism is the solution for Africa, a 
thesis that free-wheeling capitalists just love. The billionaire publisher 
Steve Forbes liked Moyo’s message so much that he threw her a party at 
the Four Seasons in New York.[24] The current governor of the Bank of 
Canada, Mark Carney, is also a member of the Goldman Sachs economic 
club. 
 
Goldman Sachs, by virtue of those who have swelled its ranks over the 
years and the UHNWIs who use its private wealth management services, 
exerts enormous influence on governments. It is certain that this influence 



is not being used to push for financial regulations, transparency in the 
financial sector, the closing of tax havens or a rethinking of the raison 
d’être behind the global financial system that so favours HNWIs and 
UHNWIs. 
 
Goldman Sachs is just one such investment bank. There are many, many 
others up to the same games. 
 
‘GROW YOUR MONEY TAX-FREE’[25] 
Another valuable term in the vocabularies of those wishing to make sure 
that their immense wealth doesn’t have to be shared with the unwashed 
masses is ‘cloud banking’. This is a ‘new and innovative concept’ that 
offers tax avoiders and evaders ‘additional layers of privacy’ for their 
financial information.[26] Privacy is crucial for those wishing to continue 
to enjoy the benefits of tax havens around the world where wealth is 
socked away in layers and layers of secrecy in dummy companies, shell 
banks, hedge and private equity funds, and trusts. 
 
Cloud banking is offered by people such as R. David Finzer, an American 
now living in Uruguay, a country he chose ‘because of its long-standing 
investment friendly climate including no taxation on non-local income and 
very strong bank secrecy laws’.[27] Finzer has a long history of 
‘international corporate planning’ and has been chair of the Conservative 
Action Foundation in Washington DC and on the executive of the World 
Anti-Communist League. 
 
His Capital Conservator Group helps HNWIs get around regulations that the 
US Patriot Act and the G20’s ‘targeting of tax havens’ have put in their 
tax-free way.[28] These include Tax Information Exchange Agreements 
(TIEAs) that the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(OECD) countries have been bringing in to try to reduce privacy so that two 
jurisdictions agree to share financial information on individuals they would 
like to tax. A TIEA can ‘blast a hole in the confidentiality of the 
jurisdiction where your assets are stored,’ says Capital Conservator. Hence 
the advent of cloud banking – banking without borders – that hides the 
information about where assets are stored. Capital Conservator does this 
by ‘spreading it around the World Wide Web in a disconnected way,’ so 
vast amounts of money can be rapidly moved to another jurisdiction at the 
slightest whiff of a TIEA, to another ‘node’. A ‘node’ is a nifty euphemism 
for tax haven. 
 
Inviting clients to ‘grow your money tax-free’, Capital Conservator explains 
how it works: ‘To further ensure your privacy, we chose to locate our 
offices in various countries in the Americas and Europe outside both the 
USA and the EU. Further, all client records are held in a third country with 
very strong secrecy laws in trust by a law firm. As such, this private 
information enjoys a double layer of privacy: strong privacy laws and 
attorney-client privilege. This privacy can only be pierced if a client is 
involved in a real, non-tax crime.’[29] So tax crimes are, well, legal? 
 
FANNING THE FLAMES FOR PROFIT 
A final important term is that coined by Naomi Klein, ‘disaster capitalism’, 
to describe the men and women who may help create disasters, often 
through neoliberal economic policies and the political turmoil that ensues 
and then profit from the ‘opportunities’ the disasters offer them.[30] 
 
Disaster capitalism nicely captures the business of alternative investment 
firms such as Emergent Asset Management,[31] ‘which offers hedge fund 
and private equity strategies.’ [32] In his book ‘Breaking the Code of 
History’, Emergent’s chief investment officer David Murrin analyses geo-



politics and major risks and trends around the world. He says he wrote the 
book because he has children and wants them to have a future.[33] 
 
Does Emergent Asset, however, call for a concerted global effort for 
human beings to try to head off these disasters and solve the problems 
that will surely cause suffering for children all over the world? 
 
No, anything but. Instead, Emergent offers its wealthy clients a whole new 
series of funds designed to take advantage of each of the ominous global 
trends outlined in the book. Funds will be designed to ‘benefit’ from 
expected growing military spending and be built around both Western and 
emerging defence contractors, as Murrin says China will be at war with the 
US within 15 years.[34] He sees great profiteering opportunities in the 
decline of empires as they tend to suffer from more epidemics, so the fund 
will buy shares in pharmaceutical companies. And there are also great 
ways to capitalise on climate change and food shortages, which Emergent 
is doing by grabbing vast swathes of farmland in southern Africa. 
 
Disaster capitalism. Banking on catastrophe. At least vultures wait until 
after death to feed on cadavers. 
 
The glossary of greed reveals a great deal about the upside-down values 
that have created a world where wealth is worshipped, compassion and 
sharing are disdained, and where greed, vanity, selfishness and cold-
blooded ruthlessness are not vices – they have become virtues. They 
produce and prop up a highly stratified world that has become 
treacherously top-heavy. So few people now control such a large 
proportion of the world’s wealth because they’ve reshaped the world for 
themselves – subverted democracy and laid the groundwork for global 
turmoil and suffering, laughing all the way to the (offshore) bank. 
www.pambazuka.org 
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The economic crisis in South Africa has seen inequalities, and the forced misery 
of the working class, grow. While the rich and politicians have continued to 
flaunt their ill-gotten wealth, workers and the poor have been forced to suffer. 
It is in this context that the majority of the leaders of the largest trade unions 
have, unfortunately, elected to once again place their faith in a social dialogue 
and partnerships with big business and the state [2]. So while the state and 
bosses have been on the offensive against workers and the poor, union officials 
have been appealing to them to save jobs during the crisis. Not surprisingly, 
this strategy has largely failed. While union leaders and technocrats have been 
debating about the policies that should or should not be taken to overcome the 
crisis, bosses and the state have retrenched over 1 million workers in a bid to 
increase profits [3]. It is, therefore, sheer folly for union leaders to believe 
that the state and bosses are interested in compromise – without being forced 
into it. As seen by their actions, the elite are only interested in maintaining 
their power, wealth and lifestyles by making the workers and the poor pay for 
the crisis. For the elite, social dialogue is simply a tool to tie the unions up and 
limit their real strength – direct action by members. In fact, even before the 
crisis, social dialogue had been a disaster for the unions contributing towards 
their bureaucratisation and having abysmal results in terms of them trying to 
influence the state away from its pro-rich macro-economic policies [4].  
 
The Mine-Line occupation erupts 
On the 20th October last year, it became clear just how powerful direct action 
could be during the crisis, as opposed to trusting in social dialogue. On that 
day, 107 workers occupied a factory on Johannesburg’s West Rand, Mine-Line/ 
TAP Engineering (Mine-Line). The roots of the occupation of Mine-Line were set 
when the owner, Wynand Mulder, voluntarily liquidated the company in August 
2010. He was doing so in a bid to escape responsibly for the deaths of three 
workers, who were killed in an accident at the factory due to lax health and 
safety standards [5].  



 
Before officially declaring insolvency, Mulder went about systematically looting 
the company – in a microcosm of how the elite have looted the South African 
economy at large. As part of this, Mulder withdrew R 15 million from the 
company’s account, along with taking a loan of R 35 million from ABSA Bank, 
shortly before liquidating it. With these ill gotten gains, Mulder – with the 
sheer arrogance that only the rich have - bought a fleet of luxury cars and a 
helicopter. This all took place in the context where workers at the factory, 
along with their families, were left with nothing [6]. Not even their final 
salaries or the benefits that were due to them were paid. Not merely content 
with this, Mulder began removing machines and other equipment from the 
premises, with the aim of re-opening a new factory in a different name.  
 
It was this, and the example of factory occupations in other regions of the 
world, that led the workers at the factory – who are members of the Metal and 
Electrical Workers Union of South Africa (MEWUSA) – to begin the occupation. 
They were determined that they would not be retrenched during the crisis, and 
decided that they would not let Mulder get away with his actions – as so many 
other bosses have been able to do since 2008. As part of this, the Mine-Line 
workers began guarding the factory day and night to stop Mulder removing any 
more machines and equipment. They kept this up for over a month, and it 
proved to be a highly important measure as Mulder and his son on numerous 
occasions returned to the factory, sometimes with hired security guards, to try 
and plunder it even further [7]. By December, however, the workers 
encountered an obstacle. Their resources were running low and they 
experienced a delay, due to union bureaucracy and a lull over the holiday 
period, in securing money for basic necessities from their union to maintain a 
physical presence in the factory. The result was that the physical occupation of 
the factory was ended in December, although weekly meetings are still held on 
the premises by the workers.  
 
In fact, throughout the fight to keep some form of control over the factory, the 
workers have seemly encountered an impediment in the form of the union 
leadership. The union claims to have been providing the workers with R 1 200 a 
week in order to sustain themselves and their families during the occupation 
[8]. Reportedly, however, the union had only paid over three payments to the 
workers. Added to this, workers have reportedly also been afraid that the 
union’s leadership may have been receiving funds from the liquidators of Mine-
Line to ensure that the company could be liquidated, and sold over the 
workers’ heads to an investor. Matters came to a head when the Mine-Line 
workers’ delegates, and other sympathetic left leaning members of MEWUSA, 
raised a protest against the apparent corruption of the leadership at a MEWUSA 
National Congress in March 2011. In response, the leadership called in security 
guards and the police to silence dissenting voices and the meeting ended. With 
proceeding being halted, the old leadership then reportedly proceeded to 
unconstitutionally appoint their hand picked successors [9]. At the time of 
writing the union was in limbo; and from the leadership’s side there appeared 
to be very little real will to assist the Mine-Line workers.  
 
The main goal of the workers in initially undertaking the occupation was to try 
and save their jobs, and to win the benefits owed to them. As part of this, the 
workers were explicit about their wish to take over the factory permanently, 
restart production and run the factory based on workers’ control [10]. Indeed, 
their aim is to run the factory as a worker co-operative and they have 
embarked upon a process of trying to register it as a co-operative with the 
Department of Trade and Industry (DTI). Linked to this, they have also 
approached this state Department for R 350 000 in funding. In all of this, they 
have been assisted by a non-governmental organisation, the Co-operative and 
Policy Alternative Centre (COPAC). In preparation for approaching the DTI, 
COPAC also provided workers with training around co-operative principles, the 



registration process, and marketing. Thus, the workers have decided to take a 
legal route in order to gain control over Mine-Line.  
 
In attempting to embark on a legal route, the workers have inevitably faced 
various barriers. The liquidators of Mine-Line had delayed the handing over of 
key documents and records that were needed to establish a co-operative. 
Indeed, the workers only received the documents after a lengthily process. 
Added to this, the factory itself is located on property owned by the giant 
mining company, Harmony Gold. The workers have been attempting to 
negotiate a lease with Harmony Gold, but feel that they can only do so 
effectively once they have DTI funding and are able to show that they can 
restart production. In fact, Harmony Gold has started taking measures to try to 
evict the workers [11]. With such legal barriers in place, workers are once 
again discussing undertaking direct action to win what they need. This, 
perhaps, is a hopeful sign, as it was direct action that gained workers physical 
control over the factory in the first place; not the law. Direct action may also 
place pressure on both the liquidators and Harmony to consent to some of the 
workers’ demands.  
 
As an outcome of the occupation a solidarity committee was also established to 
offer support to the workers involved. Various organisations and initiatives like 
the Anti-Privatisation Forum, Zabalaza Anarchist Communist Front, Landless 
People’s Movement in Protea South, Conference for a Democratic 
Left/Democratic Left Front (CDL/DLF), COPAC, Concerned Wits Students and 
Academics, and Democratic Socialist Movement (DSM) have become involved in 
solidarity and support work around the occupation. This seems to have been 
important as it has led to resources being mustered, it has enabled awareness 
around the occupation to be raised, and it has involved groupings and 
individuals providing information and materials to the workers.  
 
To nationalise? 
As part of their involvement in support work around the occupation, a number 
of left organisations – such as sections of the CDL/DLF, DSM and MEWUSA – have 
said that the ultimate goal of the occupation is for Mine-Line to be nationalised 
under workers’ control [12]. This call for nationalisation under worker’s control 
in part derives from a critique – which has some validity – that co-operatives 
run by workers can’t indefinitely continue to exist as worker self-managed 
institutions within a market system. The main argument is that market forces, 
such as competition, will undermine democracy and lead to the resumption of 
capitalist relations of production in the enterprise. The solution, which 
sections of the CDL/DLF, DSM and MEWUSA therefore hold is for the state to 
take over ownership and guarantee resources to Mine-Line, but at the same 
time for it to allow workers’ control of the factory. This, it is argued, would 
alleviate the worst effects of the market on such industries, and at the same 
time perform as a training ground for socialism [13]. Calling for such action, 
whether at Mine-Line or any other factory, does however raise certain issues 
relating to the nature of states – in this context the existing South African state 
- and the power dynamics between states and workers in general; something 
that those making the call for nationalisation under workers’ control often 
brush over.  
 
One fundamental mistake that those calling for the nationalisation of Mine-Line 
seem to make is that they often misread the fundamental character of all 
states. They often acknowledge that states exist for one class to rule over 
another. States are, however, more than this. All states, whether they claim to 
be capitalist or ‘socialist’, exist so that a minority can rule over a majority. 
They are the primary instrument through which this minority rule is exercised. 
Entire sections of the state, such as the courts, the military, and the police 
exist to enforce this rule and if necessary eliminate people who threaten it. As 
such, all states are oppressive and hierarchical. States don’t and will never 



allow for direct democracy to exist. Even under representative democracy, an 
elite still decides over the lives and destinies of the majority, and then uses 
the state to enforce those decisions. States are, therefore, not neutral entities 
or potential allies of the oppressed; they are rather part of the oppression of 
the majority of people [14]. It is a fundamental mistake to believe otherwise. 
Certainly, concessions can be won from states through struggle, but ultimately 
states will never allow for freedom – it is not their purpose. It is in such a 
context that the call for the nationalisation of Mine-Line under workers’ 
control needs be evaluated.  
 
When one considers the nature of the South African state, questions about 
what would actually be gained by it nationalising Mine-Line need to be thought 
out. Over the years, whether in its apartheid or post-apartheid guise, the state 
has repeatedly unleashed a series of attacks on workers and the poor. Within 
the last few months it has even been attempting to classify vast amounts of 
information to squash the public’s limited knowledge regarding its operations, 
expenditures, and failings. In the industries it has not yet privatised, it has 
been involved in attacking workers through driving down wages and cutting 
jobs. Exploitation within state-owned enterprises is, at the very least, on par 
with that which occurs in the private sector – both operate under the 
oppressive and hierarchical logic of capitalism. In South Africa, state-owned 
companies – whether in the apartheid or post-apartheid period – have been 
highly oppressive towards workers. Without a doubt, therefore, the state’s 
interests are the antithesis of those of the workers involved in the occupation. 
As part of ensuring the continued rule by an elite minority, the South African 
state’s goals are to safeguard the sanctity of private property and to put 
measures in place for the capitalist economy to operate as smoothly as possible 
for the benefit of high ranking state officials and the rich. This is done through 
depriving workers of property, dominating them and exploiting them. It seems 
highly unlikely, therefore, that having Mine-Line nationalised by the state 
would have any benefit; on the contrary it would probably lead to the further 
domination and exploitation of the workers involved. As such, if anything is to 
be won from the state it has to be won through struggle, and through 
weakening the state and not strengthening it by having it take over ownership.  
 
The point, therefore, is that even if the South African state was to nationalise 
Mine-Line – due to its neo-liberal character this in itself is highly unlikely - the 
consequences of such a step for the prospect of real worker self-management 
within that factory would be devastating. The fact that the state would have 
ownership over the factory would increase its power over the workers involved. 
If a conflict between the interests of the state and those of the workers arose, 
as would inevitably happen, the fact that the state owned Mine-Line would 
enable it to more easily suppress the demands of the workers involved – as its 
power as owner and would be immense. It, therefore, is tactically suicidal to 
have the state take ownership of a factory that workers recently gained control 
over through struggle. Doing so would further undermine the workers’ power, 
place them undoubtedly in a position of subordination to a higher authority, 
and hamper the possibility of class independence. Far from strengthening the 
workers position; it would weaken it!  
 
Even without having the state nationalise Mine-Line, the damage that the state 
can do, in terms of undermining genuine workers’ control, is already evident. 
In seeking to legally register as a worker co-operative, and sourcing funding 
from the DTI, pressure from the state for Mine-Line to run on a purely 
capitalist basis is clearly apparent. The Mine-Line workers have been forced by 
the state into a process of proving, via financial statements, that the 
cooperative will be viable in capitalist terms. The state believes that co-
operatives need to be competitive and contribute towards economic 
development – as such it is not concerned with the workers’ or democratic 
control. Should Mine-Line workers receive funding from the state, they would 



also be required to provide reports on a regular basis. If the state is not 
satisfied with these reports or the progress of the company (as defined by the 
state itself) it can at any stage withdraw funding [15]. Thus, embarking on the 
path of registering Mine-Line as a co-operative has already meant that the 
workers’ control of the direction of the factory is, in reality, being 
undermined. Having the state nationalise a factory such as Mine-Line would 
only make this situation worse – it would hand the state even greater power 
over the workers. Considering that all states (even supposed workers’ states) 
and genuine workers’ control and democracy have proven to be irreconcilable, 
the consequences of such a move would, in all probability, be catastrophic.  
 
In fact, there are ample examples from history that demonstrate that the 
interests of workers’ self-management and state-ownership, including 
ownership under a so-called workers’ state, are incompatible. States have 
shown to have almost no interest in allowing workers to run their own affairs or 
to allow democracy in the workplace. The Soviet Union was a prime example of 
this. It was the Soviet state, under the dictatorship of the Bolshevik Party, 
which crushed worker self-management. This happened shortly after the 
October revolution when the interests of the working class began to openly 
clash with those of the elite within the Bolshevik Party. As such, it was in 1918 
that Lenin ended worker self-management within Russia through decreeing the 
implementation of one-man management [16]. This saw the Soviet state 
appoint these new managers, often from the ranks of the old elite, and 
forcefully end any of democracy in the workplace – often at the point of a gun. 
The fact that the Soviet state had nationalised most of the factories, which had 
originally been seized by workers from the capitalist class, contributed to this – 
it gave the Soviet state immense power which it then wielded against the 
workers. In fact, the Soviet state accepted no independent initiative from 
workers in factories and state rule proved itself incompatible with workers 
self-management and direct democracy [17]. As workers were not, and could 
never be the state (due to its oppressive and hierarchical nature it was 
designed for a minority to rule over a majority), state ownership never 
translated into the socialisation of property and wealth, it never led to an end 
to capitalism, and it smothered workers’ control. As such, nationalisation also 
never broke the relations of production that defined capitalism; it rather re-
instituted it and entrenched it. Therefore, the very logic of all states has 
proven to be centralist, authoritarian and elitist. This means states are 
incompatible with genuine grassroots democracy, self-management and 
participation. If workers’ control was crushed by the state in a period of 
revolution in Russia – using its ownership of enterprises as one weapon - why 
would it be any different in South Africa? As such, nationalisation under 
workers’ control has proved to be a historical oxymoron: a tactical and 
ideological dead end that undermines true workers’ control and self-
management.  
 
Rather raise the slogan of collectivization or socialisation 
A far better strategy, than calling for nationalisation under workers’ control, 
could be to try to use the example of the workers’ direct actions at Mine-Line 
to begin to rebuild a sense of class independence, class pride and worker self-
management more generally amongst the working class. Self-management and 
class pride are going to be vital in any broader struggle for genuine freedom. 
Mine-Line has the real potential to be a living example of class independence, 
class pride and self-management. In the hands of workers themselves it could 
become highly inspirational – as other occupations from places like Argentina 
have proven to be. It is these elements – of class pride, class independence and 
self-management - that need to be nurtured and fostered at Mine-Line. It is 
this that could be used to win concessions from the state, as would have to be 
done, from an independent class basis. Calling for nationalisation or even 
following a legal route does not do this. It rather fuzzes the fact that the state, 
along with the ex-owner, is an enemy of the workers. As such, the call for 



nationalisation has the potential to generate false hopes in the state and foster 
subordination to higher power, which could weaken independent action by 
workers.  
 
Importantly, examples like Mine-Line could show that worker self-management 
in the workplace in South Africa is quite feasible and desirable as a means of 
working class fight back for social justice and liberation. It also has the real 
potential to act as an example for other workers to follow and adapt in the 
factories that are being shut during the crisis. Mine-Line, however, cannot – as 
has been pointed out – survive in a sea of capitalism by its own. Therefore, we 
should perhaps be using Mine-Line as an example to begin to try and build a 
campaign to generalise occupations and worker self-management; rather than 
seeing it as an isolated event or a path to legal co-operatives. If this could be 
done, through workers literally taking over factories, workers themselves 
would be beginning to take the first steps towards socialising property and 
wealth. From recent events in South Africa such an idea may not be that far 
fetched. Already, within the last 18 months there have been numerous 
occupations by workers in the mining industry, which were sadly crushed by 
the state due to their isolation [18]. There was also an occupation of a textile 
factory in the Eastern Cape last year by workers [19], along with an occupation 
by NUMSA members of a recycling plant in Gauteng. Although the workers 
involved in these occupations were not staging them with the aim of embarking 
on self-management, with a potential example such as Mine-Line, this could 
have been different. It is highly likely, therefore, that other occupations are 
going to occur – but it’s a matter of ensuring that they are not isolated. Of 
course, such a struggle will not be easy; but it could be a path for workers to 
regain their dignity, which bosses and the state are attacking, and it could be a 
launching pad for the struggle for true freedom.  
 
If more factories are taken over by workers, links based on solidarity could also 
be fostered between them. For example, in Argentina worker self-managed 
factories have taken tentative steps towards linking up with one another in a 
bid to create a more sheltered ‘market’ for their goods, and thus some have 
attempted to become suppliers and customers of one another. Some have also 
created links to communities, which have been vital in their defense against 
the pressures of the market and attacks from the state [20]. If workers seize 
more factories in South Africa, such relations and experiments could be 
embarked upon to try to create some sort of buffer for these entities against 
some of the worst aspects of capitalist competition and the threat of the state. 
This, however, would still only be a stop gap measure – ultimately capitalism 
and the state need to be broken through revolutionary class struggle if genuine 
worker self-management is to become a widespread reality.  
 
To ensure that future occupations are not isolated, however, will also require 
revolutionary unions, controlled by members themselves through direct 
democracy, which strive to expropriate the wealth of the exploiting classes, 
end the ruling classes’ power, and create a society that is genuinely free. 
Without such unions, broadening factory occupations is going to be very 
difficult. Already the experience of South Africa demonstrates this. It has not 
only been Mine-Line where union bureaucrats have been a barrier. When 
occupations recently occurred in the mining sector in South Africa, most union 
officials were weary of these actions and, worse still, often tried to sabotage 
them [21]. They were partly able to do this because real power within these 
unions rested with these officials; not the members. Thus, if workers are going 
to emancipate themselves they are not only going to have to struggle against 
bosses and politicians, but also against union bureaucracies. However, if unions 
can be transformed into revolutionary movements once more, resources – 
currently controlled by officials - could be loosened up. In the context of South 
Africa, the largest unions have substantial investment arms, which are 
currently using members’ money to speculate on stock markets [22]. Should 



workers succeed at transforming their unions into radical movements, these 
investment arms could be shut and the resources that have been following into 
them (like a large portion of members’ dues) could be used for vastly different 
purposes, like defending the working class including defending occupied 
factories. As such, unions should cease the practice of forming investment 
arms; and instead focus on using union’s resources to fight against capitalists 
and the state. Using such resources to bolster factory occupations, would also 
mean that workers occupying a factory would not be under an immense 
pressure to turn to the state for funding, and they would not have to simply 
accept the conditions that states place on such funding. It would, therefore, 
provide a much greater space for independent action.  
 
Indeed, if factory or workplace occupations could become more generalised, 
and if the workers could hold onto these workplaces and begin to 
democratically run them, this could also be used as one element to build a 
sense of counter-power and a counter culture that could in the future 
fundamentally challenge capitalism and the state. True freedom will only exist 
once the state and capitalism (or any market system) have gone – it is only 
then that all oppression can be ended, imbalances of power eradicated, and 
the relations of production that exist in the current society ended. Only in a 
society based on economic planning from below through councils and 
assemblies, distribution by need, self-governance based on federated councils 
using direct democracy and worker self-management will freedom exist – 
which, by its very nature, is incompatible with state control and indeed the 
very notion of a state.  
 
Mine-Line, and hopefully other future occupations and examples of self 
management, could act as training grounds – along with self-managed 
revolutionary movements - for such a future self-managed society. They could 
be places that generate and nurture practices of direct democracy, class 
independence and class pride – ingredients that will be necessary for any 
genuine revolution. In fact, it is high time that workers begin taking back the 
wealth they have produced from the bosses and politicians, and to do this 
factory occupations and embarking on worker self-management are some of 
the main keys. As part of this, workers need to also begin giving the middle 
finger back to the state; and not go on hands and knees begging for it to take 
ownership of what is actually rightfully theirs. In other words they need to 
begin building the elements of a future revolution now so they themselves will 
know how to run a future socialist society, without any reliance on some higher 
power like a state or ‘revolutionary’ elite.  
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In the face of the Rockefeller and Gates foundations-funded AGRA 
(Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa) lobby ‘to extend outdated 20th 
century industrial agriculture’ to the continent, Carol Thompson and 
Andrew Mushita look at alternative African approaches for improving 
agriculture that focus instead on farmers' rights and build upon local 
knowledge. 
 



‘How can a green revolution be achieved in Africa?’ After more than a year 
of study, the expert panel, commissioned by then UN Secretary General 
Kofi Annan, replied as follows: ‘no single technological bullet is available 
for radically improving African agriculture.’ African agriculture will require 
numerous ‘rainbow evolutions’ across the diverse African farming systems, 
‘rather than a single Green Revolution.’[1] 
 
By 2007, however, Annan agreed to be executive director of the Alliance 
for a Green Revolution for Africa (AGRA), funded by the Bill & Melinda 
Gates and Rockefeller Foundations. AGRA proposes exactly the kind of 
agriculture the panel of agricultural experts (from South Africa, Nigeria, 
Uganda, Morocco, Brazil, Mexico, Japan, China and more) rejected: 
Monoculture of one or two crops with the goal of increasing yields through 
the high use of fossil fuels, chemicals (fertilisers, pesticides) and 
biotechnology (patented genetically modified seeds). AGRA finances 
agricultural research and lobbies across the globe (e.g., January in Davos) 
to extend outdated 20th century industrial agriculture to the African 
continent.  
 
Current crises in global agriculture affect the African continent the most, 
from agrofuels replacing food to market failures and privatisation of living 
organisms. Because of their place in the international division of labour 
(including South Africa) as primary commodity exporters, with little or no 
value-added processing, African economies remain vulnerable to the 
vagaries of both weather and markets. 
 
Given these dire situations, how could Africa possibly offer alternatives to 
the dominant industrial agriculture of ‘green revolutions’? After briefly 
summarising the various threats of the global agricultural crises to African 
food security, this article analyses African alternatives, focusing on their 
approach to farmers' rights and an initiative to award and disseminate 
African innovations. 
 
GLOBAL AGRICULTURAL CRISES – THE VIEW FROM AFRICA 
 
AGROFUELS 
As the demand for agrofuels seems to be insatiable, global corporations 
are noticing Africa for its extensive land masses, while not seeing the 
hungry. Calling Africa the ‘green OPEC’, they assert that 15 countries in 
Africa have a total combined land area greater than all of India ‘available’ 
for agrofuel production, not bothering to explain what ‘available land’ 
means in the context of a food deficit continent.[2]  
 
Europe and the USA have set ‘green’ targets for agrofuel consumption that 
they cannot fulfill using their own land. The agrofuel ‘craze’ therefore 
very much depends on global corporations’ taking command of land in 
South countries in order to grow agrofuel crops. 
 
To further the problem, the amount of plant material needed is massive. 
Lester Brown offers the comparison that the amount of grain required to 
fill the 90-litre petrol tank of a 4 × 4 vehicle once with maize ethanol 
could feed one person for a year. The grain it takes to fill the tank every 
two weeks over a year would feed 26 people.[3] 
 
The extent of African land coveted by investors, therefore, expands to 
tens millions of hectares, involving 20 countries.[4] No matter how the 
land is allocated – from leasing to contract farming – its use will be 
overwhelmingly for foreign consumption. Such major tracts of land 
designated to meet foreigners' energy or food needs signals, once again, 
the expatriation of African lands.  



 
Exporting crops for overseas consumption while Africans go hungry is a 
historical pattern all too familiar on the continent. It is certainly not the 
hope of 21st century African agriculture. 
 
MARKET FAILURES IN AGRICULTURE 
The dominance of the ‘willing seller–willing buyer’ market approach to 
land redistribution dates only from the 1980s. The serious problem of 
treating land simply as a commodity is best illustrated by the case of 
Namibia. At independence in 1990, only 4,000 white farmers owned about 
50 per cent of all arable land. Abiding by the ‘willing seller–willing buyer’ 
principle, the rate of land transfers over the first 20 years indicates it will 
take 100 years to acquire just 25 per cent of the commercial land. And this 
market approach offers no land use plan nor agrarian reform policy. 
 
By 2002, the Namibian government concluded that the market failed to 
address land inequities, poverty reduction or environmental conservation. 
Both Namibia and South Africa are moving towards expropriation of land as 
a necessary means to correct this economic apartheid. Southern Africa is 
learning from the negative experience of land grabs in Zimbabwe, yet the 
commodity market approach can be similarly inequitable and destructive 
of livelihoods. 
 
Studies from Southern Africa offer data about the additional failure of 
markets to provide farm inputs and services for smallholder farmers. As 
one report from Malawi summarises, ‘Ten years on, it is evident that the 
expected benefits of the liberalization of both input and outputs markets 
has failed to penetrate the remote rural markets.’[5] In spite of the World 
Bank,[6] the history of market failure in agriculture is now reviving African 
government regulation.  
 
Agreeing with this African reversal, the UN Special Rapporteur on the Right 
to Food, Olivier De Schutter, this month gave the decisive conclusion:  
 
‘Agroecology [sustainable mixed cropping] is a knowledge-intensive 
approach. It requires public policies supporting agricultural research and 
participative extension services. States and donors have a key role to play 
here. Private companies will not invest time and money in practices that 
cannot be rewarded by patents and which don’t open markets for chemical 
products or improved seeds.’[7] 
 
BIOPIRACY OF AFRICAN BIODIVERSITY WEALTH 
The agroecology of Africa is characterised by complex agricultural systems 
mainly dominated by smallholder farmers who grow a range of diverse 
crops in a single field. There are about 18 recognised farming systems in 
Africa that can be grouped as a maize-dominated system, a cereal/root 
crop system, a root crop system and an agro-pastoral millet/sorghum 
system, all within overall mixed cropping. Part of Africa's food heritage, 
this genetic wealth offers important contributions towards making Africa a 
well-nourished continent. 
 
The unspoken but central goal of AGRA is to attain access to African 
genetic wealth by requisitioning the expertise of African scientists and 
tapping indigenous knowledge in order to select a few varieties from 
thousands available. From this African knowledge and wealth, the global 
corporations will develop new plant varieties. However, these plant 
materials, instead of being freely shared, will be patented. Such 
privatisation of genetic material, without recognition of all those who bred 
the species for centuries, is biopiracy.  
 



Stories of stolen genetic treasures echo across the continent. Like 
traditional story tellers, when a botanist or agronomist ends his or her 
account of the latest theft, another joins in to give yet another account, 
often in voices of anguish and despair. Here we offer a few details of just 
one current case from Southern Africa.[8] 
 
The State of the World's Animal Genetic Resources for Food and 
Agriculture (FAO) warns that the world's livestock production has become 
increasingly based on a limited number of breeds. Since 2001, an average 
of one breed per month has become extinct.[9] Searching for a broader 
genetic base by which to save a livestock industry therefore becomes an 
impetus for biopiracy. Accessing the gene pool of other animals with 
favourable characteristics is more crucial than respecting indigenous 
knowledge or thousands of years of breeding. In addition, if the new breed 
becomes marketable, the profits are not shared. 
 
Evolving 7,000 years ago from the wild ox, the humpless African cattle 
differ greatly from those brought to the continent from Asia about 3,000 
years ago. Tolerating tropical diseases and surviving on much less water 
than other breeds, Tuli cattle thrive on low-nutrient grasses; their name 
derives from the Ndebele word utuli, meaning dust. Custodians of the 
breed, the communities developed local knowledge and technologies for 
improving the cattle within the prevailing environmental conditions and 
social needs (for food and draught power).  
 
In 1987, frozen embryos of Tuli cattle were shipped to Australian cattle 
breeders. By the 1990s, the US Department of Agriculture found that Tuli 
proved their merit in withstanding harsh environmental conditions. Today, 
the North American Tuli Association promotes the breed as follows: ‘NATA 
intends to expand their activities by spreading the benefits of the Tuli 
cattle to many countries within the Western hemisphere….the Tuli breed 
can provide the missing link to bridge the gap in cattle genetics, the gap 
being adaptation to heat and nutritional stress combined with carcass 
merit.’[10] 
 
Neither the government of Zimbabwe nor the foreign cattle associations 
consulted with the local communities or recognised their contribution in 
any way. NATA has even usurped the name of ‘tuli.’ 
 
The current race by industrialised countries to access, research and isolate 
traits required by the beef industry will soon lead to the patenting of all 
useful genes of the Tuli cattle, without the involvement of the local 
communities who nurtured the breed. While Tuli traits are hailed as 
second to none in countries that abrogated international agreements to 
access the genetic materials, the peoples who developed the breed in the 
first place are forgotten.  
 
While research points out that the juicy and tender beef traits of Tuli 
cattle are transferable to other breeds, no one is willing to ensure the 
reverse: ‘juicy and tender’ benefits to the custodians and original breeders 
of Tuli cattle. 
 
AFRICAN ALTERNATIVES WORKING ON THE GROUND 
 
FARMERS' RIGHTS AND THE AFRICAN UNION MODEL LEGISLATION 
The international principle of farmers' rights dates from the mid-1980s, 
propelled by increasing demands for exclusive plant breeders' rights (PBRs) 
by corporate agriculture. Farmers' rights enable farmers to develop and 
utilise crop genetic diversity, and thereby, recognises their contributions 
to the global pool of genetic resources. 



 
The World Trade Organisation (WTO) promotes intellectual property rights 
claimed by plant breeders in laboratories, while minimising provisions for 
farmers. In contrast, The International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources 
for Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA) is an international law that binds 
contracting parties to recognize the contribution made by indigenous 
communities and farmers for the development of plant genetic resources. 
Article 9.2 of the ITPGRFA affirms that farmers have the right to: 
 
- protect traditional knowledge relevant to plant genetic resources 
- participate in sharing benefits arising from the utilization of plant 
resources 
- participate in making decisions related to the sustainable use of plant 
genetic resources for food and agriculture. 
 
Predating the ITPGRFA, the African Union Model Law for the Protection of 
the Rights of Local Communities, Farmers and Breeders, and for the 
Regulation of Access to Biological Resources offers a legislative framework 
for implementing farmers' rights. The AU Model Law can be used as a sui-
generis alternative within the WTO or the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD).  
 
A major discussion in the process of domesticating farmers' rights will be 
determining the relationship between individual rights of private property 
and social rights of farmers. The WTO gives no recognition to social rights, 
only to private property rights, while the CBD, the ITPGRFA and the AU 
Model Legislation all recognise the rights of groups (farmers and 
communities) as equal to those of individuals (persons and corporations). 
Those promoting GM seeds under the guise of a ‘green revolution for 
Africa’ would not countenance farmers' rights, and therefore, they violate 
the priority of the very farmers they insist they are aiding. 
 
The AU model legislation also directly addresses the issue of biopiracy, 
such as the Tuli cattle case, by adopting the CBD principle of prior 
informed consent (PIC). The AU implementation of PIC requires that both 
the national government and the local community give consent before 
genetic material can be taken. For the Tuli cattle, the local communities 
were not consulted. Further, the AU implementation would require that 
benefit-sharing of any profits be returned to the community, a reciprocity 
not honoured by the Australian or North American cattle industry.  
 
Africans are showing the way to turning international principles into 
practical policies that benefit smallholder farmers. The unity parliament of 
Zimbabwe was the first one to pass legislation (2010) implementing the AU 
model by outlawing biopiracy and honouring community rights over genetic 
resources. 
 
AFRICAN BIODIVERSITY STEWARDSHIP RECOGNITION AWARD (ABSRA) 
 
The promise and power of Africa's biodiversity wealth are the keys to 
unlocking African food security and food sovereignty. There are ample 
indications that little-known local plants of Africa may have outstanding 
genetic compositions that would help in solving Africa's food challenges, as 
well as global agricultural problems.  
 
One incentive for enhancing the efforts of promoting indigenous knowledge 
is to recognise those who have already contributed, and to prepare space 
for those who will play their role in the future. Such an approach will 
facilitate the inter-generational transfer of technologies and capacities 
required to innovatively manage Africa's genetic resource base. 



 
Because the wealth of the existing biodiversity is the basis for the future 
of agricultural Africa, it is essential that those who care about this wealth, 
and work toward improving its potential for use, are acknowledged. The 
‘African Biodiversity Stewardship Recognition Award’ (ABSRA) proposes to 
fulfill this goal, as an African initiative for recognizing those who make 
contributions towards the conservation and sustainable use of African 
biodiversity wealth. 
 
A component of the award will finance the sharing, across the continent, 
of the knowledge and processes for which the award was granted. Other 
African communities learning about appropriate responses to particular 
agricultural threats will stimulate replication and mainstreaming such 
practices and systems – successful alternatives to the ravages of industrial 
monoculture. 
 
ABSRA is a continental response to yet another outsider intervention 
bringing inappropriate high-cost technology under the auspices of AGRA. 
The logic, goals, and economic and legal premises of the two could not be 
more different.  
 
AGRA's approach focuses on increasing yields above any other agronomic 
characteristic, while ABSRA promotes the idea that food biodiversity can 
provide more nutrition than monoculture. AGRA works to privatise 
knowledge as quickly as possible through the patenting of processes as well 
as end products. Its ‘green revolution’ mentality refuses to honour farmers 
as plant breeders or scientists, while ABSRA encourages smallholder 
farmers, recognising both their farmers' rights to exchange and propagate 
seeds and their scientific innovations for sustaining biodiversity. 
 
Outdated and disproven ways from 20th century agriculture continue, for 
they profit those with scientific and financial power. African smallholder 
farmers, however, are already demonstrating what a recent international 
assessment of agriculture stated in rejecting green revolutions: ‘Business 
as usual is no longer an option.’[11] African agronomists and scientists 
have answers for how to feed growing numbers of people nutritious food, 
rather than feeding cars or corporate profits. What industrialised countries 
need is ‘aid’ from Africa, in the form of shared knowledge and technology 
to preserve global food biodiversity for future generations.  
www.pambazuka.org 
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Dark side of giving: The rise of philanthro-capitalism 

 
 

 
 

Naren Karunakaran, ET Bureau (The Economic Times) 29 March 2011 
 
A few years ago, Paul Kagame, president of Rwanda, had a chance meeting 
with Som Pal, former member of the Planning Commission and earlier 
minister of state for agriculture, and was bowled over by his sage-like 
views on developmental issues. The president promptly invited Som Pal to 
his blighted country to suggest policy measures to get out of a 
developmental quagmire. Som Pal travelled to Rwanda; he was hosted at 
the presidential palace and allocated an entire office during two long 
stints. 
 
Rwanda was sitting on a food security crisis in spite of having fertile land 
and favourable climatic conditions. "A set of policy guidelines and an 
action plan were quickly crafted. I held out a promise to Kagame - Rwanda 



could be food surplus in a short time," recalls Som Pal. 
 
His plans were, however, rendered futile, as a hostile system overwhelmed 
him, even attempting to buy water hand-pumps at $12,500 apiece. "Most 
African leaders are only keen on projecting the agony of their people for 
international support in dollars," laments Som Pal. "A complete nexus 
between institutions, large corporations and narrow, vested interests are 
at work." Elements of this trend can be seen in India too. 
 
Since then, Som Pal has had several brushes with Kenya and Zambia too; 
the story runs along similar lines. How then would he evaluate the much 
celebrated Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) - an initiative 
driven by the Rockefeller Foundation and the Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation, the oldest and the largest philanthropic repositories, 
respectively, in the world? The Gates Foundation alone has committed 
$264.5 million to AGRA. 
 
"They are using the pitiable condition of the African people to get a 
foothold into the continent," explains Som Pal. "Their large philanthropic 
resources are being utilised to further the interests of business." In 
countries with weak governance mechanisms, like in Africa, it becomes a 
lot easier. 
 
Proponents of chemical-free and GMO-free (genetically modified 
organisms), sustainable agricultural practices like Som Pal are beginning to 
feel uncomfortable about AGRA and a host of big-ticket philanthropic 
initiatives across developing countries. As are an increasing number of 
independent policy wonks and scientists across the world. 
 
For instance, the Gates Foundation's sheer clout is taking it, intentionally 
or unintentionally, to places where policy, business and philanthropy 
intersect. There are its business and investment links with large companies 
that are driven by the profit motive. There is its growing stranglehold in 
the policy-making space across emerging markets, especially in education, 
healthcare and agriculture. 
 
The $23.1-million investment by the Gates Foundation in Monsanto, the 
world's largest producer of GM seeds, is a small example of a trend. 
 
Civil society organisations see it as vindication of what they had always 
suspected: the unstated agenda of pushing GM crops into Africa. In recent 
times, though, following strident protests, Bill Gates appears to have 
tempered his views on agriculture; he talks about picking the best from 
organics and tech-driven agriculture. 
 
The Gates Foundation's insistence that its investments and grants ought to 
be seen separately has also attracted considerable flak. The question is 
asked: how can it be a 'passive investor' in companies such as Monsanto 
when its avowed goal is doing good with philanthropic monies? "Doubts 
about his (Bill Gates) larger motives, despite some good outcomes of his 
charity, are beginning to cloud my thinking," concedes Mira Shiva, a public 
health activist. Two emails sent by ET to the Gates Foundation, on 
December 29 and March 22, went unanswered. 
 
In his blog postings and writings, Eric Holt-Gimenez, director of the US-
based Food First: Institute for Food and Development Policy, labels it 
'Monsanto in Gates' clothing'. 
 
He describes how AGRA, as a prelude to the introduction of GMOs, is laying 
the ground for a conventional breeding programme - labs, experiment 



stations, agronomists, extensionists, biologists and farmer seeds. He points 
out that about 80% of the Gates Foundation's allocation to Kenya has gone 
into biotech research; in 2008, about 30% of its agri-development funds 
went into promoting and developing GM seeds. 
 
GRAIN, an international non-profit that supports community-controlled and 
biodiversity-based food systems, has been wary of public-private coalitions 
like AGRA and the Consultative Group on International Agricultural 
Research (CGIAR). 
 
It says their research programmes feed into the growth strategies of 
corporations; further, the programmes often adopt elements of business 
models of those very companies.  
 
Delhi-based Shalini Bhutani, till recently representing GRAIN, sees a design 
in the Gates Foundation's announcement of the Borlaug Institute for South 
Asia in Bihar, following a recent visit by Bill Gates. "The involvement of 
this set of players in the promotion of GM rice is too well known," she says. 
AGRA, it is often charged, has been created with little civil society or 
farmer engagement. Protests are now breaking out across the continent. 
The Kenya Biodiversity Coalition, with a membership of 65 civil society and 
farmer organisations, tried to block the import of a 40,000 tonne 
consignment of GM maize into the country last year.  
 
Food First is concerned that US agencies, acting in tandem with MNCs, are 
gaining muscle by the day. The Casey-Lugar Global Food Security Act - a 
legislation that seeks to tie foreign aid to GMOs - is often cited. Or, that 
the newly appointed head of USAID is a former Gates Foundation 
employee. 
 
A set of powerful voices - in business and in philanthropy - are beginning to 
talk of a new GM-led green revolution despite the ravages of the previous 
green revolution techniques, which were grounded in similar principles, in 
India. In the Punjab, Haryana and western UP belt, soils are degraded, and 
yields and groundwater levels are plunging, causing deep socio-economic 
challenges. 
 
The onslaught continues despite numerous studies indicating that GM crops 
are no panacea. A few years ago, the International Assessment of 
Agricultural Knowledge, Science and Technology for Development (IAASTD) 
- a multi-stakeholder consultation that lasted three years, and involved 
900 experts from 110 countries - concluded GM crops are no solution to the 
world's food security challenges. 
 
Second Only to the US 
Concerns aired by agriculturists are finding an echo in another arena in 
which philanthropic capital, in recent years, has catalysed remarkable 
progress: healthcare. 
 
It has delivered results in access to medicines, research in neglected and 
tropical diseases, development and distribution of vaccines to low-income 
countries, maternal, neonatal and child health, and nutrition. 
 
The Gates Foundation and its partners have re-invigorated health issues 
and given them a global profile like never before. Since 1994, the 
foundation has invested over $13 billion in healthcare alone, representing 
60% of its giving to date. 
 
In public health, other than the US government, there is no donor as 
influential as the Gates Foundation. It has emerged as the second largest 



donor to the World Health Organisation (WHO). This can be seen both 
ways: donor money has infused life into a nearly bankrupt entity, but it is 
also causing much consternation. 
 
Effects of the structural changes being pushed by the new interests will be 
seen years or decades down the line. 
 
"The very mandate and constitution of the WHO is being undermined," says 
KM Gopakumar, legal advisor and senior researcher of the Third World 
Network in India. 
 
Speaking to the media in Bangalore this week, Warren Buffett, who has 
committed most of his $50 billion wealth to the Gates Foundation, 
admitted it takes a long time to see the full results of philanthropic work. 
 
While it is conceded that it would be downright impudent to look a gift 
horse in the mouth, the concentration of power in the hands of new 
philanthro-capitalists is causing alarm; especially on issues around equity 
and social justice, on the accountability of donors and its impact, maybe 
unintended, on global institutions and processes. 
 
"The rapid demise of public sector policy-making in key areas of public 
health, and the reliance on the Gates family and its staff, is impoverishing 
debate over public health priorities," says James Love, director, 
Knowledge Economy International (KEI), a US-based not-for-profit that 
seeks better outcomes to the management of knowledge resources. It is 
borne out by occasional outbursts from people within the system. 
 
Concentration of Power 
Some time ago, the head of WHO's malaria research revealed that the 
increasing dominance of the Gates Foundation was stifling diversity of 
views among scientists and that it could seriously impede the policy-
making function of the world body. He was dismayed by the foundation's 
decision-making process: "A closed, internal process, accountable to none 
other than itself". 
 
More recently, in January 2011, the Peoples Health Movement, a grassroots 
campaign for health for all, wrote to members of the WHO's executive 
board, calling attention to a number of issues. This included innovation, 
intellectual property rights (IPR), millennium development goals, and also 
the future of financing WHO, especially the unhealthy trend of donor 
money increasing in proportion to that of contributions from member 
states. 
 
WHO's recent over-reliance on medicines, diagnostics and other 
technological fixes is being criticised. "Allocations to the social 
determinants of health have shrunk greatly," says Mira Shiva. "Water, food, 
sanitation and other social circumstances have a greater play on the health 
of the poor." Shiva has been an ardent proponent for the rational use of 
medicines. 
 
In contrast, a humungous push on vaccines is underway. The Gates 
Foundation, for example, has allocated $10 billion to this field and 
describes this as the decade of vaccines. However, the GAVI Alliance, and 
some of the mechanisms it has fostered, is now under fire. 
 
One such mechanism is the Advance Market Commitments (AMC), inspired 
and supported by the Gates Foundation. The AMC seeks to provide pharma 
companies a captive market for 10 years, provided they agree to develop 
and supply vaccines to developing countries, in millions of doses, at a deep 



discount. 
 
The pilot AMC of $1.5 billion, funded by the Gates Foundation and G7 
countries, for pneumococcal diseases, which kills almost a million children 
annually, pays $3.50 per dose to the companies in the mechanism 
(GlaxoSmithKline and Pfizer-Wyeth, among others). Recipient countries 
make a small co-payment. However, instead of developing new vaccines, 
the AMC brought in vaccines already developed by big pharma, for which 
costs had been recovered substantially from sales in western markets. 
 
Donald W Light, a distinguished academic and visiting professor at Stanford 
University, was part of the AMC process, but found himself out of it when 
his views crossed that of big pharma. Light often dubs it the "advance 
procurement commitment" for its overwhelming bias towards big pharma 
and profits. "GAVI is basically setting the markets for big pharma," says 
Leena Menghaney, campaign co-ordinator (India), Medecins Sans Frontieres 
(MSF), a medical humanitarian organisation that won the Nobel Peace 
Prize in 1999. 
 
The GAVI Alliance is already in a deep funding crisis. It is expected to 
scour for $4.1 billion this year, primarily because of action skewed in 
favour of big pharma. "Leaders of donor nations and GAVI board members 
should sit with the chairman of Pfizer and GSK to negotiate a new price 
near $2," says Light. "In the longer run, they should negotiate licensing, 
technology transfer and other ways to foster price-competition from other 
low-cost producers." 
 
The suggestion is indeed relevant for the AMC, which disregards the 
immense potential of small pharma companies in developing countries to 
bring cheaper vaccines to the world. The Pune-based Serum Institute of 
India participates in the AMC, but when it requested funding support 
during its R&D process for a vaccine, it was turned down. Light is in favour 
of companies in the Serum Institute mould. 
 
Institutional Influence 
The Gates influence and stranglehold on global institutions and 
mechanisms in healthcare are quite evident. It doesn't stop here. 
Numerous proposals for a 'Medical R&D Treaty' as a more egalitarian 
alternative to the existing one, which links R&D costs to product prices, 
has been systematically snuffed out. 
 
The treaty seeks to place global, and country-specific obligations, on 
funding medical R&D. Each country is expected to extend support on the 
basis of its national income. "It's regrettable that the Gates Foundation 
opposes discussions at the WHO on a possible treaty on medical R&D," says 
James Love. "An initiative that can create new global sustainability 
standards, promote access to knowledge, and usher much-needed 
transparency and ethical norms." At a press conference in New Delhi on 
Wednesday, Gates said: "I don't know about this treaty. I don't have a 
position on this." 
 
Interestingly, while large organisations such as the WHO bare a tendency 
to capitulate easily to pressure, smaller, newer outfits show more spunk. 
The Drugs for Neglected Diseases Initiative (DNDi), a product development 
partnership, which also seeks funds from the Gates Foundation, has clear 
firewalls in place. 
 
"We limit funds from a single donor to not more than 25% of our total 
requirement," says Bernard Pecoul, executive director, DNDi, which is 
seeking to raise euro 274 million by 2014. The Gates Foundation has 



committed around $40 million to DNDi. It demanded a board position, but 
DNDi refused. 
 
But such instances of refusing to bow to big philanthropy are rare. "It's a 
crisis of accountability today," says Shiva. "It's no more accountability of 
corporations or philanthropists alone; the government too has a lot to 
answer.".  
http://bit.ly/ebYA9Z 
Website: http://www.gmwatch.org 
Profiles:http://www.powerbase.info/index.php/GM_Watch:_Portal 
Twitter: http://twitter.com/GMWatch 
Facebook: 
http://www.facebook.com/pages/GMWatch/276951472985?ref=nf 

 

George Monbiot's nuclear mistakes 

 
 

 
 

Jim Green Sunday 28 March 2011 
 
Children are scanned for radiation exposure outside Fukushima, March 12. 
Prominent British columnist George Monbiot announced in the British 
Guardian on March 21 that he now supports nuclear power. That isn't a 
huge surprise ? having previously opposed nuclear power, he announced 
himself ?nuclear-neutral? in 2009. 
 
As recently as March 16, Monbiot declared himself neutral while saying 
that he would not oppose nuclear power if four conditions were met: 
 
1. Its total emissions from mine to dump are taken into account, and 
demonstrate that it is a genuinely low-carbon option. 
 
2. We know exactly how and where the waste is to be buried. 
 
3. We know how much this will cost and who will pay. 
 
4. There is a legal guarantee that no civil nuclear materials will be 
diverted for military purposes. 
 
See also: Clean and green ... or nuclear? 
 
Along with renewables, nuclear meets the first condition it is a low-carbon 
energy source. 
 
The other three conditions have not been met. No country has established 
a burial site for high-level nuclear waste and it is not 
clear how much waste disposal programs will cost nor who will pay. 
 
And there is no meaningful legal guarantee against diversion of materials 
from peaceful nuclear programs to weapons programs. 
 
So Monbiot's position hasn't changed as a result of his four conditions being 
met. Indeed there is no mention of them in his March 
21 column. Instead, Monbiot has become a nuclear supporter as a result of 
the Fukushima nuclear accidents. 
 
He said on March 21: A crappy old plant with inadequate safety features 
was hit by a monster earthquake and a vast tsunami. The 
electricity supply failed, knocking out the cooling system. The reactors 



began to explode and melt down. 
 
The disaster exposed a familiar legacy of poor design and corner-cutting. 
Yet, as far as we know, no one has yet received a lethal dose of radiation. 
 
Atomic energy has just been subjected to one of the harshest of possible 
tests, and the impact on people and the planet has been 
small. 
 
The crisis at Fukushima has converted me to the cause of nuclear power. 
 
Monbiot is understating the radiological impacts of Fukushima and ignoring 
the other impacts. So far, no one has received a radiation 
dose sufficient to cause the symptoms of acute radiation poisoning. 
 
But workers have received high doses and it's anyone's guess how many 
thousands (or millions) of people have received very small doses. 
 
Monbiot seems not to understand that the weight of scientific opinion 
holds that there is no safe dose of radiation. 
 
For a tiny, unlucky percentage of the many people who have received 
small radiation doses as a result of Fukushima, that radiation 
exposure will prove to be fatal. Thus Monbiot's claim that no one has yet 
received a lethal dose of radiation? does not stand up to 
scrutiny. 
 
To estimate the death toll from Fukushima, it will be necessary to 
estimate the total human radiation exposure as a result of the accidents. 
We can be confident that the death toll from Fukushima will be far smaller 
than Chernobyl. Beyond that generalisation, it's best not to speculate until 
there is a credible estimate of total human exposure. 
 
Monbiot ignores the impacts of Fukushima other than direct radiation 
exposure. These include restrictions on the consumption of food, water 
and milk; the expense and trauma of relocating 200,000 people; the very 
serious impacts of the nuclear crisis on the emergency response to the 
earthquake and tsunami; and big hits to the tourism industry and to 
agricultural industries. 
 
He also trivialises the impacts of nuclear power more generally. In terms 
of radiation releases and exposures, long-term exposure from 
uranium tailings dumps is estimated to be a much more significant source 
of exposure than routine reactor operations or reactor accidents. 
 
Nuclear fuel reprocessing plants have been another big source of 
radioactive pollution. 
 
It's no small irony that nuclear power's worldwide reputation has taken a 
huge battering from one accident, while the vastly greater radiological 
impacts from routine operations receive virtually no public attention. 
 
Monbiot notes that routine discharges of ionising radiation from coal-fired 
power plants are higher than those from nuclear reactors. 
But emissions of ionising radiation across the nuclear fuel cycle are not 
surprisingly ? greater than those from fossil fuels. 
 
Monbiot takes offence at ill-informed, moralistic objections to 
nuclear power. Fair enough. Yet two of the greatest objections to 
nuclear power both have a moral dimension ? one because of its 



particularity, the other because of its generality. 
 
The particular moral problem concerns the disproportionate impacts the 
nuclear industry has on indigenous peoples. The industry's racism is 
grotesque. 
 
In Australia, we can point to examples such as the (defeated) attempt 
to mine the Jabiluka uranium deposit in the Northern Territory, 
despite the unanimous opposition of Traditional Owners. 
 
Another example is the current push to establish a national nuclear 
waste dump at Muckaty in the Northern Territory. 
 
Regardless of all the other debates about energy options, it's 
difficult to see how the industry's pervasive racism can be reduced to 
being just another input into a complex equation, and tolerated as a 
price that must be paid to keep the lights on. 
 
The other big moral (and practical) concern with nuclear power is its 
connection to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
 
There is a long history of peaceful nuclear programs providing 
political cover and technical support for nuclear weapons programs. 
Recent examples include North Korea?s use of an ?Experimental Power 
Reactor? to produce plutonium for bombs, and the ongoing controversy 
over Iran's nuclear program. 
 
The nuclear industry exacerbates the proliferation problem. Japan's 
plutonium program illustrates the point. 
 
A 1993 US diplomatic cable posed these questions: ?Can Japan expect 
that if it embarks on a massive plutonium recycling program that Korea 
and other nations would not press ahead with reprocessing programs? 
Would not the perception of Japan's being awash in plutonium and 
possessing leading edge rocket technology create anxiety in the 
region?? 
 
Since 1993, Japan's plutonium stockpile has grown enormously and 
regional tensions are sharper than ever. 
 
Yet Japan is still pushing ahead with the huge reprocessing plant at 
Rokkasho that will result in a rapid expansion of Japan's already 
obscenely large stockpile of separated, weapons-useable plutonium. 
 
Another recent example of a grossly irresponsible policy fanning 
proliferation risks is the decision of a number of national 
governments, led by the US, to abandon the principle that civil 
nuclear trade should not be permitted with countries that refuse to 
sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. That is a recipe for 
weapons proliferation. 
 
The nuclear industry is its own worst enemy. We can't reasonably be 
expected to support an industry that behaves so irresponsibly. 
 
Nuclear weapons are the most destructive, indiscriminate and immoral 
of all weapons. They pose a real threat to humanity, all the more so 
because nuclear warfare has the capacity to directly cause 
catastrophic climate change. 
 
Academics Alan Robock and Brian Toon summarise recent research on the 



climatic impacts of nuclear warfare: ?A nuclear war between any two 
countries, each using 50 Hiroshima-sized atom bombs, such as India and 
Pakistan, could produce climate change unprecedented in recorded human 
history. This is less than 0.05% of the explosive power of the current 
global arsenal.? 
 
Much of Monbiot's argument discussed the limitations of renewable 
energy. But instead of addressing serious clean energy proposals, 
Monbiot simply demolishes one particular argument ? that current 
electricity supply systems can be replaced with off-grid, small-scale 
distributed energy. 
 
There is certainly a role for local energy production. But no serious 
analyst would argue that it can completely displace centralised 
production. Monbiot is demolishing a straw person argument. 
 
In Australia, a growing body of literature shows how the systematic 
deployment of renewable energy sources and energy efficiency policies 
and technologies can generate big cuts in greenhouse emissions without 
recourse to nuclear power. 
 
These include important contributions by the Australia Institute, 
engineer Peter Seligman, CSIRO scientist John Wright, Siemens Ltd., 
Greenpeace and Beyond Zero Emissions, among others. (SeeClean and 
green ... or nuclear?) 
 
The Fukushima disaster will put a significant dent in nuclear power 
expansion plans around the world. Fukushima will prove to be an even 
greater disaster if that energy gap is filled with fossil fuels. 
 
It is more important than ever to fight for the systematic, rapid 
deployment of existing, affordable clean energy solutions. 
 
It is also vital to insist on major research and development programs 
to expand the capabilities of renewables and to reduce the costs and 
to aggressively pursue the energy efficiency and conservation measures 
that can deliver the largest, cheapest, quickest cuts to greenhouse 
emissions. 
 
[Dr Jim Green is the national nuclear campaigner with Friends of the 
Earth, Australia and coordinator of the Choose Nuclear Free project 
choosenuclearfree.net.  
jim.green@foe.org.au  

 
 
Why Fukushima made me stop worrying and love nuclear power 
George Monbiot 28 march 2011 
 
You will not be surprised to hear that the events in Japan have changed 
my view of nuclear power. You will be surprised to hear how they have 
changed it. As a result of the disaster at Fukushima, I am no longer 
nuclear-neutral. I now support the technology.  
 
A crappy old plant with inadequate safety features was hit by a monster 
earthquake and a vast tsunami. The electricity supply failed, knocking out 
the cooling system. The reactors began to explode and melt down. The 
disaster exposed a familiar legacy of poor design and corner-cutting. Yet, 
as far as we know, no one has yet received a lethal dose of radiation. 
 



Some greens have wildly exaggerated the dangers of radioactive pollution. 
For a clearer view, look at the graphic published by xkcd.com. It shows 
that the average total dose from the Three Mile Island disaster for 
someone living within 10 miles of the plant was one 625th of the maximum 
yearly amount permitted for US radiation workers. This, in turn, is half of 
the lowest one-year dose clearly linked to an increased cancer risk, which, 
in its turn, is one 80th of an invariably fatal exposure. I'm not proposing 
complacency here. I am proposing perspective. 
 
If other forms of energy production caused no damage, these impacts 
would weigh more heavily. But energy is like medicine: if there are no 
side-effects, the chances are that it doesn't work. 
 
Like most greens, I favour a major expansion of renewables. I can also 
sympathise with the complaints of their opponents. It's not just the 
onshore windfarms that bother people, but also the new grid connections 
(pylons and power lines). As the proportion of renewable electricity on the 
grid rises, more pumped storage will be needed to keep the lights on. That 
means reservoirs on mountains: they aren't popular, either. 
 
The impacts and costs of renewables rise with the proportion of power 
they supply, as the need for storage and redundancy increases. It may well 
be the case (I have yet to see a comparative study) that up to a certain 
grid penetration -- 50% or 70%, perhaps? -- renewables have smaller carbon 
impacts than nuclear, while beyond that point, nuclear has smaller 
impacts than renewables. 
 
Like others, I have called for renewable power to be used both to replace 
the electricity produced by fossil fuel and to expand the total supply, 
displacing the oil used for transport and the gas used for heating fuel. Are 
we also to demand that it replaces current nuclear capacity? The more 
work we expect renewables to do, the greater the impact on the 
landscape will be, and the tougher the task of public persuasion. 
 
Nuclear safer than coal 
But expanding the grid to connect people and industry to rich, distant 
sources of ambient energy is also rejected by most of the greens who 
complained about the blog post I wrote last week in which I argued that 
nuclear remains safer than coal. What they want, they tell me, is 
something quite different: we should power down and produce our energy 
locally. Some have even called for the abandonment of the grid. Their 
bucolic vision sounds lovely, until you read the small print. 
 
At high latitudes like ours, most small-scale ambient power production is a 
dead loss. Generating solar power in the UK involves a spectacular waste 
of scarce resources. It's hopelessly inefficient and poorly matched to the 
pattern of demand. Wind power in populated areas is largely worthless. 
This is partly because we have built our settlements in sheltered places; 
partly because turbulence caused by the buildings interferes with the 
airflow and chews up the mechanism. Micro-hydropower might work for a 
farmhouse in Wales, but it's not much use in Birmingham. 
 
And how do we drive our textile mills, brick kilns, blast furnaces and 
electric railways -- not to mention advanced industrial processes? Rooftop 
solar panels? The moment you consider the demands of the whole economy 
is the moment at which you fall out of love with local energy production. A 
national (or, better still, international) grid is the essential prerequisite 
for a largely renewable energy supply. 
 
Some greens go even further: why waste renewable resources by turning 



them into electricity? Why not use them to provide energy directly? To 
answer this question, look at what happened in Britain before the 
industrial revolution. 
 
The damming and weiring of British rivers for watermills was small-scale, 
renewable, picturesque and devastating. By blocking the rivers and silting 
up the spawning beds, they helped bring to an end the gigantic runs of 
migratory fish that were once among our great natural spectacles and 
which fed much of Britain -- wiping out sturgeon, lampreys and shad, as 
well as most sea trout and salmon. 
 
Traction was intimately linked with starvation. The more land that was set 
aside for feeding draft animals for industry and transport, the less was 
available for feeding humans. It was the 17th-century equivalent of today's 
biofuels crisis. The same applied to heating fuel. As EA Wrigley points out 
in his book Energy and the English Industrial Revolution, the 11m tonnes of 
coal mined in England in 1800 produced as much energy as 4,45-million 
hectares of woodland (one third of the land surface) would have 
generated. 
 
Before coal became widely available, wood was used not just for heating 
homes but also for industrial processes: if half the land surface of Britain 
had been covered with woodland, Wrigley shows, we could have made 
1,25-million tonnes of bar iron a year (a fraction of current consumption) 
and nothing else. Even with a much lower population than today's, 
manufactured goods in the land-based economy were the preserve of the 
elite. Deep green energy production -- decentralised, based on the 
products of the land -- is far more damaging to humanity than nuclear 
meltdown. 
 
But the energy source to which most economies will revert if they shut 
down their nuclear plants is not wood, water, wind or sun, but fossil fuel. 
On every measure (climate change, mining impact, local pollution, 
industrial injury and death, even radioactive discharges) coal is 100 times 
worse than nuclear power. Thanks to the expansion of shale gas 
production, the impacts of natural gas are catching up fast. 
 
Yes, I still loathe the liars who run the nuclear industry. Yes, I would 
prefer to see the entire sector shut down, if there were harmless 
alternatives. But there are no ideal solutions. Every energy technology 
carries a cost; so does the absence of energy technologies. Atomic energy 
has just been subjected to one of the harshest of possible tests, and the 
impact on people and the planet has been small. The crisis at Fukushima 
has converted me to the cause of nuclear power. - guardian.co.uk © 
Guardian News and Media 2011  
www.mg.co.za 

 

Côte d’Ivoire: Forces behind the crisis and what’s at stake 

 
 

 
 

Maurice Fahe First Published in Pambazuka 25 March 2011 
 
As Côte d’Ivoire’s political deadlock continues, Maurice Fahe discusses the 
country’s geostrategic importance for the West, the long-term role of 
foreign multinationals in the country, the political implications of ‘Ivoirité’ 
and the differences between the current crisis and that of 2000. 
 
Since 28 November 2010, the situation in Côte d’Ivoire has been one of two 



presidents, two governments. This situation would be amusing were the 
current and future consequences not programmes, deaths, summary 
executions, arrests, illegal detentions and economic, social and human 
devastation. So how are we to make sense of recent developments? 
 
THE CRISIS OF CAPITALISM AND THE WORSENING OF INTER-IVORIAN 
CONTRADICTIONS 
We will settle here to return to the development of the crisis of 
capitalism, the handling of this crisis by capitalist policy and the resultant 
consequences, not only for the secondary imperialist powers but also and 
above all for the world’s dominated capitalist countries, particularly those 
in Africa. In so doing we will recall that from 1981, the dominant capitalist 
powers proclaimed, through the voice of President Reagan (supported by 
his European colleagues), ‘that they know better than the countries of the 
South themselves what’s good for them’[1] in dealing with the debt crisis 
which US policy had plunged them into in the first place. The Washington 
Consensus and structural adjustment policies were the results of this 
political stance which have been implemented and executed with such 
efficiency since this date, and remarkably so in Côte d’Ivoire.  
 
The world’s largest producer of cocoa, with considerable mineral prospects 
(especially oil), UEMOA’s (Union économique et monétaire ouest-africaine) 
largest economy, ECOWAS’s (Economic Community Of West African States) 
second largest, the main migrant hub in sub-Saharan Africa, located in the 
Gulf of Guinea and as a springboard into the hinterland countries (Burkina 
Faso, Mali and Niger), Côte d’Ivoire enjoys a role of undeniable 
geostrategic and geopolitical importance. The stakes for neoliberal policy 
in the country are high.  
 
THE DRIVING FORCES BEHIND THE IVORIAN CRISIS AND WHAT’S AT STAKE 
The interest of the United States in Africa and its clear will to establish 
itself in the Gulf of Guinea dictate the importance the country attaches to 
its presence in Côte d’Ivoire. Its presence in Côte d’Ivoire not only 
increases competition between imperialist rivals (of the Triad) for the 
conquest of markets and the control of raw materials but also heightens 
the greed of the secondary imperialist powers, notably France and its will 
to doggedly defend its zone of influence and place in the Ivorian market.  
 
Yet in a country where the financial market is limited, privatisations 
benefit primarily from those with the capacity to mobilise considerable 
capital to buy up public sector or public–private firms. In the competition 
that sets American imperialism against the secondary imperialist powers 
(most notably France) for the control of the Ivorian agro-industrial sector, 
America wins the day. As American multinationals edge their way into Côte 
d’Ivoire, the United States is constructing, not in Lagos or in Accra, but in 
Abidjan, a surveillance centre covering all of sub-Saharan Africa, along 
with the most significant diplomatic representation in Africa south of the 
Sahara after South Africa. 
 
In order to preserve its positions inherited from the colonial and post-
colonial period and its place in the Ivorian market, France often has to 
lean on political power. This enables France to protect its interests,[2] 
with the exception of the agro-industrial sector, notably the coffee–cocoa 
subsector where American competition is particularly tough, principally 
from the American multinationals (ADM, Cargill) but also from the Anglo-
Suisse (Nestlé, Armajaro). In January 2001, the cocoa war begun in 1987 
was essentially brought to an end. Although French interests remain 
predominant, American interests essentially control the strategic cocoa 
sector. The presence of such interests means that the United States can 
from now on use Côte d’Ivoire as a base of support for their policy of 



expansion in the Gulf of Guinea designed to guarantee at least 25 per cent 
of their oil supply in the near future. As for the European Union, in which 
France has fully integrated itself since the Single European Act, in addition 
to a number of special interests (AIGLON and REINART in cotton, the 
Belgian group SIPEF for palm oil, DOLE for bananas, PANWELL-GMG for 
rubber, etc), its interest in Côte d’Ivoire is increasing as the crisis of 
immigration intensifies. The EU believes that if Côte d’Ivoire proves itself 
capable of welcoming migratory fluxes to which it has closed its doors, the 
country would hold a solution to African immigration crisis. Under current 
conditions, this objective can only be reached if Côte d’Ivoire regains 
peace and stays open for business. 
 
FORMAL DEMOCRACY AND THE IDIOSYNCRASIES OF THE IVORIAN 
SITUATION 
On 30 April 1990, the freedom of participation in lawful political activity 
was granted to groups and classes hostile to the one-party system. 
Meanwhile, Bédié had hauled himself up to power thanks to the death of 
Houphouët-Boigny, the benefit of the application of Article 11 of the 
constitution of 3 November 1960 and the help of Paris, only to find himself 
faced with a fierce competitor in Alassane Ouattara, the former prime 
minister of Houphouët-Boigny. As he wasn’t certain of winning a free 
electoral confrontation against Ouattara, he decided instead to oust him. 
For this he had not only to erase the memory of profiteering which had 
stuck to him like a leech since his journey to the head of the Ministry of 
Finance, but also and above all to award a legal dressing to the stripping of 
eligibility he imposed on those he knew to oppose him. So on 13 December 
1994, as the executive authority, Bédié passed, through a national 
assembly at his complete devotion, an electoral law which under the 
pretext of reserving the right to vote for nationals only reserved eligibility 
to the presidency of the republic to people of Ivorian origin. A few months 
later, this restrictive, reactionary system – which immediately excluded 
Ouattara and a section of the ruling class from universal suffrage – 
received the name ‘Ivorité’.  
 
In resorting to such a problematic political distraction, Bédié 
simultaneously demonstrated his incapacity to achieve the conditions 
necessary for the collective domination of the ruling Ivorian classes. For 
this domination depended on the rotation of the ruling classes at the head 
of the state which was as essential for the concealment of the country’s 
widespread poverty as it was for allowing the continued pursuit of empty 
policies and the country’s economic pillage. This explains his overthrow 
and the indifference in which he made himself part of France yet linked to 
Côte d’Ivoire by a defence treaty with a secret clause requiring him to 
save the regime in the case of internal subversion. The same causes 
produce the same effects: Bédié’s conversion to ‘Ivorité’ and refusal under 
this same principle to organise open elections to all who condemn General 
Guei and defend both his fall and the conditions in which it occurred. In 
offering a constitutional legitimacy to ‘Ivorité’,[3] Guei destroyed the 
hope of a possible reconciliation of the ruling classes and in so doing a 
return to the conditions of order indispensable to the pursuit of neoliberal 
policies. Consequently, he condemned himself and promoted Gbagbo, the 
only ‘true Ivorian’ still in the race.  
 
On 26 October 2000, Gbagbo was ‘finally recognised as the winner’ by the 
Constitutional Chamber of the Supreme Court after protestors supported 
by a military and police squadron stormed the palace, forcing General Guei 
to flee. On 24 October, Gbagbo proclaimed himself head of state of Côte 
d’Ivoire, had declared the dissolution of the transition government (…) 
asked all militants to rise up to obstruct the imposter (…) and that (…) 
Ivorian patriots take to the street until the law is recognised and until Guei 



backs down.  
 
An electoral victory, a victorious insurrection or a successful putsch? It 
remains but the taking of power by Gbagbo, which gave place to pogroms, 
the massacre of more than 300 protestors, of which at least 200 republican 
militants whom the party had called to challenge the presidential 
elections, and a mass grave of 57 victims. After Djeny Kobena (general 
secretary of RDR)[4] had been declared Ghanaian and consequently 
stateless and ineligible in 1995, after the candidature of Alassane Ouattara 
had been rejected for ‘doubtful nationality’ in 2000, the ‘Ivorité’ 
enshrined in the constitution produced these most terrible effects. People 
didn’t want to see so as to see nothing. In the end, it seems that it was the 
retreat of Guei that allowed Côte d’Ivoire to avoid a similar scenario to 
that of today. 
 
October 2000 appears in this way like a dress rehearsal that was paving the 
way for the current situation. Yet the most likely hypothesis today is that 
the showdown is a conscious and systematic strategy of the taking or 
preservation of power by the principal political representation of the 
Ivorian petty bourgeoisie and of its boss, Laurent Gbagbo. This, along with 
his political practice, leaves one to think that Gbagbo would not have 
obtained a majority in an open and transparent electoral process free from 
violence. From this hypothesis follows that after noisy and principled 
condemnations, with the self-interest of those involved coming to the 
fore, the ‘international community’ would end up aligning itself with the 
opinion of whoever held real power, which in this instance would be 
Gbagbo. Gbagbo imagined that he could, as in 2000, proclaim himself 
elected. To do so he was hoping not only to use the weaknesses of his 
enemy and the opposition to the ‘international community’s’ interests, but 
also the aspirations of the African people to the freedom and total 
independence of Africa. This explains the deceptively anti-colonial 
propaganda and of the pseudo-nationalisations that have been flowing like 
a flood since 28 November 2010. 
 
Although strange, unsettling and desperate, the situation of the two 
‘presidents’ at the head of the same Côte d’Ivoire is not simply the 
reproduction of a situation already seen in October 2000. The current 
situation is the immediate consequence of the failure of various efforts to 
politically neutralise Ouattara, implemented by men and political parties 
who, for the needs of the survival of their regime and to prolong their own 
presence at the head of the state, present themselves to Ivoirians dressed 
in the banner of red, white and blue. As with Bédié and Guei yesterday, 
Gbagbo today does not represent the interests of the hurting Ivorian 
people. He is neither anti-imperialist, anti-colonialist nor patriotic in the 
sense that to be patriotic means to defend national interests. An 
examination of Côte d’Ivoire’s economic development since 26 October 
2000 is enough to realise this. 
 
Even if Ouattara will not resolve all the problems facing Ivoirians as his 
campaign slogan leaves one to believe,[5] at the least – hope the Ivoirian 
masses who still believe in a true democracy – his rule will establish the 
permanent collapse of chauvinism draped in the coat of patriotism, 
otherwise known as ‘Ivorité’, and a return to peace. The Ivoirian people 
undeniably aspire to freedom, justice, peace and bread. Ouattara is 
suggesting to them that they ‘live together’. It’s the belief in this 
campaign promise, but above all the aspiration to change which explains, 
for right or for wrong, the popular support he receives. The future will tell 
us if this support is justified. As for the real question of freedom, justice, 
peace and bread, the answer remains subject to the recovery of 
sovereignty and independence, the liquidation of the domination of the 



ruling classes and imperialist powers and the liquidation of the current 
semi-colonial state. In today’s conditions, neither Ouattara nor Gbagbo is 
capable of bringing an adequate response to this question.  
http://www.pambazuka.org/en/category/features/71954 
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Kazakhstan: Presidential election farce  

 
 

 
 

Opposition activist Esenbeck Ukteshbayev jailed - Call for protest 
pickets on 28 March 
CWI reporters, Kazakhstan 24 March 2011 
 
Kazakhstan’s well known opposition activist, Esen Ukteshbayev, is still in 
jail. He is due to be released on the evening of 30th March. Even in breach 
of this regime’s own laws, the KNB (country’s political police) are 
preventing him from having visitors or even food packages from relatives. 
This breach of his rights, following the court case in which he was denied 
legal representation or the right to appeal, is clearly on the instructions of 
the ruling political elite. They are determined that this leader of the trade 
union and social movement should have no opportunity to continue 
campaigning for a boycott in the election.  
 
Activists throughout the country have been trying to organize pickets in 
protest at his arrest. Applications have been lodged to organize pickets on 
the 28th March so far in Karaganda, Almaty, Shymkent, Kostanai, 
Koksheyai and Ust Kamenogorsk. The organisers are demanding:  
 
The immediate release of Esenbek Ukteshbayev;  

•  Freedom for trade union activities;  

•  An end to pressure on trade union and social activists in the cities of 
Mangistauska, Aktyubinsk and Karaganda;  

•  Support for the just demands of the workers of “KazMunaiGaz, 
Aktobemunaigaz and other organisations in the gas sector demanding fair 
wages and and end to job cuts and attacks on their rights;  

•  For the immediate reinstatement of the sacked trade unionists 
Karlybaya Tolibaeva, Kosain Kulmuratova and Serik Bitikbaev;  



•  The nationalization of companies controlled by foreign capital, in 
particular “Aktobemunaigaz”, “Arcelor Mittal Timirtau” and “KaMunaigaz”  

•  The nationalization of the strategic production and natural resources, 
agricultural land and the banks and building sector to allow the country to 
get out of crisis.  
 
However, the authorities in Almaty have already rejected permission for 
the picket, claiming that on that date and time an event organized by the 
youth wing of Nazarbayev’s party is planned!  
 
The socialist “Kazakhstan 2012” has placed itself clearly at the centre of 
the campaign to boycott the Presidential election due in early April and 
the election is quickly turning into a farce. Only a handful of candidates 
have been registered and none from an opposition party. Apart from 
Nazarbayev himself the only other Party nominated candidate is from the 
“Communist peoples’ party” – a pro-Nazarbayev split from the CP, which 
complains it has no money for campaigning.  
 
Obviously, the boycott campaign is having some effect as even the Central 
Electoral Commission is getting rattled. Following a wave of protests in a 
number of cities organized by the different opposition parties, the 
President of the Electoral Commission appeared on TV appealing to voters 
not to listen to the boycott call, which he called a provocation. He warns 
that there is no longer a minimum turn-out for the election to be declared 
valid. But clearly the less people who vote, the more Nazarbayev’s 
authority will be undermined.  
 
Now that spring is arriving, the number of workers’ struggles is also picking 
up. Rather than stepping back following the sacking of their leaders, oil 
workers in Western Kazakhstan have stepped up their campaign for decent 
wages and justice. Hardly a day goes by when some group or another is not 
protesting. Kazakhstan 2012 is clearly in a good position to help coordinate 
and lead these struggles.  
 
Therefore the CWI is calling for pickets to be organized outside the 
Kazakhstan Embassies wherever possible on the 28th March (or other 
suitable date) to demand:  

•  The immediate release of Esenbek Ukteshbayev;  

•  An end to the harassment of trade union activists;  

•  The nationalization of the strategic production and natural resources, 
agricultural land and the bank and building sector;  

•  Boycott the one-man, Nazarbayev election  
•   

•  For genuine and free elections in 2012, with a socialist candidate  
•   

•  For a genuine democratic constituent assembly – For a majority 
government of the working class and rural poor 

•  For a democratic, socialist Kazakhstan  
www.socialistworld.net 

 



The death of Nigerian progressive politics? 

 
 

 
 

Ike Okonta 23 March 2011 
 
Two weeks before Nigeria's election, Ike Okonta takes aim at progressive 
politics in Nigeria - or the lack thereof. He traces the crisis back to the 
rule of General Ibrahim Babangida in the 1980s, when universities were 
devastated by economic policy. 
General Olusegun Obasanjo’s assault on academics in the late 1970s was 
the first open attack on Nigeria’s progressives and the idea of university 
autonomy in the postcolonial era. Popular student protests, built around 
the battle cry of ‘Ali Must Go’, was the robust response. Obasanjo’s 
government proved a transitional one and military rule ended two years 
later as President Shehu Shagari and the National Party of Nigeria took 
office. 
 
However, the emergence of General Ibrahim Babangida in 1985, coinciding 
with the rise of a new market-fundamentalist economic and political 
project in the United States and the United Kingdom called neo-liberalism 
presented this group of Nigerians, whose political and economic outlook is 
generally left of the centre, with a complex existentialist challenge. That 
they responded to this challenge poorly and tactically instead of adopting 
the long view and shaping their strategies accordingly is clearly 
demonstrated in the farcical game still playing out in Nigeria as the so-
called ‘progressive’ political parties refuse to come together in a coalition 
to give the Peoples Democratic Party (PDP), the ruling party, a meaningful 
fight in the April general elections. 
 
The defining element of coalition politics is the willingness of key actors to 
put personal ambition in service of a larger goal they consider vital to 
national progress and prosperity. Realising that their individual parties 
alone cannot make the required impact to dislodge a well-entrenched 
ruling party, they agree to a minimum programme reflecting the broad 
policy thrust of all parties in the coalition, pool resources and then take to 
the field, jointly mobilising the electorate to support candidates presented 
by that coalition. Of course that means that only one of them will get to 
be president if they take a majority of the votes, but that, in the view of 
the classical progressive tradition, is a small personal price to pay 
compared to the enormous benefits that would accrue to citizens 
nationwide. 
 
President Umaru Yar’Adua’s illness during the last months of 2009 and the 
reluctance of powerful elements in the ruling PDP to cede power to Vice-
President Goodluck Jonathan as specified in the 1999 Constitution 
unsettled the powerful cabal, composed of conservative politicians drawn 
from virtually all parts of the country, that the discredited generals 
handed power to after flawed elections that same year.  
 
Successive rigged polls following that ‘army arrangement’ that saw 
Obasanjo taking power a second time in May 1999, and the president’s 
repressive and abrasive tactics had not given progressive politicians and 
their traditional allies in the media, organised labour and the higher 
institutions much space for maneuver. But the confusion that attended the 
Yar’Adua succession changed all that. Here, at last, was an opportunity to 
be ruthlessly exploited by progressives truly hungry for power. 
 
It speaks volumes about the state of Nigerian progressive politics today 
that the hero of that important political moment turned out to be the 
pastor of a Pentecostal church in Lagos, known more for his regular 



upbraiding of the country’s corrupt rulers than for a careful and nuanced 
analysis of Nigeria’s social and economic challenges and the appropriate 
policies to be applied as remedy. The march on Abuja in the early months 
of 2010 led by the pastor even as the ailing president’s true condition was 
kept a top secret only privy to his inner court, quickly degenerated into a 
comical carnival. Charley Boy, the ageing comedian, Nollywood actors, and 
the usual Lagos airhead celebrity crowd were in full parade in the Nigerian 
capital, mouthing ‘progressive’ rhetoric and demanding that Goodluck 
Jonathan be ‘empowered’ to assume the presidency. The ‘real’ battle-
hardened progressives were nowhere to be seen. 
 
That the opposition to Jonathan quickly melted away like morning dew and 
Jonathan himself moved to appoint Professor Atahiru Jega, an academic 
and a leading thinker of the progressive camp, chairman of the 
Independent National Election Commission (INEC) was clear indication, if 
indeed any was needed, of the deep legitimacy crisis that had taken hold 
of the election-rigging PDP and the corrupt ruling elite arrayed behind this 
machine.  
 
The consensus country-wide, voiced out in beer parlours and mosques and 
churches and wherever else citizens gathered in their numbers, was that 
PDP politicians, like their fictional parallel in Achebe’s novel ‘A Man of the 
People’, had stolen enough and now it was time for the owner of the house 
to do something about this thievery. Jega was the new president’s sop to 
this emerging consensus; a tactical manoeuver designed to stave off the 
mob while he and his advisers quickly got to work repairing their party’s 
battered image.  
 
As in politics and other aspects of public life, some actions can have 
unintended consequences. The emergence of Professor Jega, who in the 
early 1990s had led the Academic Staff Union of Nigerian Universities 
(ASUU) in an eyeball-to-eyeball confrontation with the Babangida junta 
and its anti-poor policies, as INEC chairman was a potential game changer. 
Creatively and strategically exploited, the new INEC under Jega was 
precisely what Nigerian progressives needed to ensure that the 2011 
general elections were free and transparent, and that all they needed to 
do was organise well politically and the elections would be theirs to lose. 
Jega has a well-deserved reputation as a dogged fighter for justice; a man 
of unbending moral principles for whom ethnic politics and ballot-stuffing, 
the favourite staple of Nigerian ‘politicians’, is anathema. All that was 
now required of the progressives was to unite, stand on a common 
platform and make a real bid for power. 
 
That this did not happen, and that the three main political parties that 
style themselves as ‘progressive’ are yet to reach an agreement on how to 
jointly articulate a common policy platform two weeks to the elections, 
suggest that all is not well with the progressive camp. Indeed, given the 
once-in-a-life time opportunity about to be missed (and there is not even a 
whimper in apparently progressive circles about what to do to avert the 
impending calamity), the question has to be boldly asked: is Nigerian 
progressive politics now really and truly dead? If it is dead, how did this 
tragic development come about? Who struck the fatal blow? Or, if it has 
only been knocked unconscious, what is to be done to revive it? 
 
Now, it is important that I stress at this point that these are not merely 
academic questions that have little or no relevance to the ‘great game’ of 
power politics that is now playing out in Abuja and other parts of the 
country. Nigeria is one of the countries on which the political stability of 
the African continent rests, but it is also the continental laggard, busy 
trying to stamp out ethnic and religious brushfires in her northeast, central 



region and the oil-bearing Niger region. If, however, the April elections 
turn out wrong, then these seemingly ‘small’ fires could quickly become 
part of the inferno that will ensue.  
 
Nigeria’s stability and prosperity is vital to Africa and her trading partners. 
Given the sorry record of the conservative segment of the political class 
that has been in power since 1960, it has become obvious that a new brand 
of politics, grounded in a progressive intellectual platform, perhaps holds 
the key to the country’s regeneration. But progressive politicians are 
missing in action now that the conservative camp is in disarray and the 
April 2011 elections is for them take. 
 
‘SEND DOWN THE RAIN’  
So when did the rain really begin to beat Nigeria’s progressives? I mean, 
seriously, the kind of rain that drenches the clothes and then seeps into 
the bones threatening to cause fatal pneumonia? We must locate the 
source of this rain in the first few years of Babangida’s rule. It is now 
widely accepted that Babangida’s rule was an ill-wind that forced a once 
proud and self-confident nation to her knees. But yet unanalysed is the 
specific way in which the Babangida moment, with the IMF-promoted 
Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP) as its principal assault weapon, 
sapped the self-confidence of Nigeria’s intellectual class and the 
progressive politics that has historically used this group as a bulwark.  
 
There can be no meaningful progressive politics without virile and active 
intellectuals, in academia and embedded in the people themselves. This is 
not the time to analyse Babangida’s methods and tactics. In any case the 
Lagos-based ‘The News’ magazine did this in sufficient detail in 1993, in 
the evening of the dictator’s rule. SAP not only killed off the middle class 
that supplied the bulk of the country’s army of questing intellectuals, it 
also made research and teaching in the universities a difficult, even 
dangerous proposition.  
 
For it is not only that the suddenly worthless Naira, devalued and devalued 
again by the IMF battering ram, put books and academic journals out of 
reach, the whole idea of SAP, and the politics of its implementation, was 
hostile to the very notion of the university. The university is a site for free 
and disinterested inquiry; a place where knowledge forever goes boldly 
forward to challenge cant, sophistry, and entrenched power married to 
illicit booty. The university and its moral equivalent anywhere in the land 
(and this includes primary and secondary schools) is the only true shining 
city on a hill; radiating light and combating darkness. When you kill the 
university, you let slip the four horsemen of the apocalypse. 
 
Nigeria’s progressive intellectuals had made it clear right from the onset in 
1985 that they were opposed to SAP, and had strenuously mobilised 
workers, students, women’s groups and even peasants all over the country 
to join hands and reject Babangida’s proposed elixir. Babangida, as the 
IMF, was determined to force this elixir on the patient whether it wanted 
it or not.  
 
The universities and other higher institutions in the country were the 
centre of this formidable intellectual opposition, now about to balloon into 
a political one too. So, even as the pitiless economics of SAP was emptying 
university libraries and laboratories and transforming hitherto comfortable 
middle-class university teachers into mendicants scrambling for garri and 
groundnuts, the general’s storm troopers, in the shape of student-led 
secret cults financed by the junta, spread out into the campuses harassing 
and beating up teachers who, in Babangida’s own immortal words, were 
‘teaching what they are not paid to teach’. 



 
The destruction of Nigeria’s intellectual tradition was also being played 
out in the Nigerian street at the same time. Newspaper and magazine 
journalism in the country, while not yet able to match academia in rigour, 
was nevertheless rooted in the people and thus able to instantly articulate 
their preferences in times of social crisis. But the hard times, in 
combination with the greed and short-term vision of newspaper 
proprietors, came together to force the brightest and the best to either 
look for better pay in the Ponzi-type banks that were now springing up all 
over the place or got out of the country altogether.  
 
The new regime of corrupt and self-serving editors unable to meaningfully 
analyse the policy platforms of the various political parties has its root in 
the ‘great transformation’ that the industry underwent in the wake of the 
Babangida cyclone in the late 1980s. 
 
Elsewhere, the indigenous publishing houses and the local branches of 
international publishing, unable to walk the tightrope of importing raw 
material with scarce foreign exchange and selling their books locally at 
prices they knew the now vanishing middle class couldn’t afford, shut shop 
one after the other. Where these firms went, city bookshops followed. The 
other side of SAP was, of course, corruption in high places. As public 
library budgets were routinely embezzled by high officials, weed and 
darkness overtook these former citadels of light. Massive flight of 
university teachers back to Europe and North America where the bulk of 
them had trained in the 1960s and 1970s rounded the circle.  
 
It was this herd-like flight abroad that sounded the death-knell of 
progressive politics in Nigeria. Nature, as the trite saying goes, abhors a 
vacuum. What Nigeria’s brightest minds vacated, the dim-witted and 
grasping quickly filled. That Nigeria’s universities, even the ‘best’ of them, 
today are more noted for the large number of Mercedes Benz cars in the 
garages of the professors than for the Nobel Prizes they win annually speak 
to the caliber of the ‘academics’ who now hold sway in our former centres 
of light. Nigerian academics in the West are prospering, but the same 
cannot be said of their counterparts at home.  
 
My area of training is the humanities and social sciences - the policy 
sciences broadly construed. The last major book produced by a Nigerian 
academic living in Nigeria that the world took notice of since 1993, when 
Babangida quit, is Claude Ake’s ‘Democracy and Development in Africa’. 
So what are the rest of our ‘professors’ in their gilded towers doing? 
 
I too was part of this unthinking ‘African flight’. It was a colossal strategic 
error on the part of the Nigerian progressive intellectual class. For it left 
unsupported the political re-flowering that the likes of Bamidele Aturu and 
the now deceased Ubani Chima were nurturing into being using the 
platform of the Democratic Alternative, a broad left of the centre political 
party that emerged a year after Babangida fell from power. These days, 
the only meaningful progressive politics you get in the country are the 
writings of Edwin Madunagu, Jibo Ibrahim and Biodun Jeyifo in the 
newspapers. Even so their columns (with the possible exception of Jibo’s) 
are still entombed in Marxist straitjackets and are redolent of yesterday’s 
ideological battles - battles that the global political left lost in the early 
1980s following the rise of neo-liberalism.  
 
Should we then go ahead and call in the undertakers? Is it over and done 
with for progressive politics in Nigeria even as the three political parties 
that claim the mantle refuse to come together and share a common policy 
and political platform? These and related questions will be the subject of 



another essay when the election results come in two weeks from now and 
the dust, hopefully, would have settled. 
www.pambazuka.org 
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Bombing Libya: Gaddafi is Likely to Fall, But What Next? 

 
 

 
 

Patrick Cockburn 23 March 2011 
 
In the next few weeks Colonel Muammar Gaddafi is likely to lose power.  
The forces arrayed against him are too strong. His own political and  
military support is too weak. The US, Britain and France are scarcely  
going to permit a stalemate to develop whereby he clings on to Tripoli  
and parts of western Libya while the rebels hold the east of the country. 
 
Even before the air strikes Gaddafi had not been able to mobilise more  
than about 1,500 men to advance on Benghazi, and many of these were 
not  
trained soldiers. The reason for their advance is that the rebels in the  
east were unable to throw into the fighting the 6,000 soldiers whose  
defection touched off the original uprising. 
 
The first days of foreign intervention mirror the experience of the US  
and its allies in Afghanistan in 2001 and Iraq in 2003, by going  
extremely well. Air attacks shattered a column of tanks and infantry  
south of Benghazi. Survivors have fled. The rout may soon resemble the  
rapid dissolutions of the Taliban and the Iraqi army. 
 
In Iraq and Afghanistan most people were glad to get rid of their  
rulers, and most Libyans will be glad to see the back of Gaddafi. His  
regime may well fall more quickly than is currently expected. Pundits  
have been wagging their fingers in the last few days, saying Gaddafi may  
be mad but he is not stupid, but this is to underestimate the opra  
bouffe quality of his regime. 
 
It is the next stage in Libya after the fall of Gaddafi which has the 
potential to produce a disaster similar to Afghanistan and Iraq. In  
both cases successful war left the US as the predominant power in the  
country. In Iraq this rapidly turned into an old-fashioned imperial  
occupation. "The occupation was the mother of all mistakes," as one  
Iraqi leader is fond of repeating. In Afghanistan the US always called  
the shots, even if Hamid Karzai headed the government. 
 
The same problem is going to arise in Libya. There will be a lack of a  
credible local partner. The rebels have shown that they are politically  
and militarily weak. Indeed, if this had not been so, there would have  
been no need for a last-minute foreign intervention to save them. 
 



The local leaders who rise to the top in these circumstances are usually  
those who speak the best English and get on with the US and its allies.  
In Baghdad and Kabul those who initially rose were those who fawned the  
most and who were prepared to go before Congress to express fulsome  
gratitude for America's actions. 
 
There is a further complication. Libya is an oil state like Iraq, and  
oil wealth tends to bring out the worst in almost everybody. It leads to  
autocracy because whoever controls the oil revenues can pay for powerful  
security forces and ignore the public. Few states wholly reliant on oil  
are democracies. 
 
Aspirant Libyan leaders who play their cards right over the next few  
months could put themselves in a position to make a lot of money. An  
Iraqi civil servant in Baghdad commented cynically before the fall of  
Saddam Hussein in 2003 that "the exiled Iraqis are an exact replica of  
those who currently govern us", but the present leadership was almost  
sated "since they have been robbing us for 30 years" while the new  
rulers "will be ravenous". 
 
Already there are signs that David Cameron, Hillary Clinton and Nicolas  
Sarkozy are coming to believe too much of their own propaganda,  
particularly over Arab League support for air strikes. Diplomats  
normally contemptuous of the views of the Arab League suddenly treat its  
call for a no-fly zone as evidence that the Arab world favours intervention. 
 
This could change very fast. Arab League leaders are mostly people whom  
the "Arab Awakening" is trying to displace. Military participation in  
action against the Libyan government is expected from the United Arab  
Emirates and Qatar, members of the Gulf Co-operation Council that clubs  
together Gulf monarchies. This is the same GCC that has just sent to  
troops to Bahrain to help the government crush pro-democracy protests by  
the Shia majority. 
 
The worst verifiable atrocity in the Arab world in the past week was not  
in Libya but in Yemen, where pro-government gunmen machine-gunned an  
unarmed demonstration last Friday, killing 52 people. 
 
In terms of the exercise of real authority, Gaddafi is likely to be  
replaced not by Libyans but by the foreign powers which assist in his  
overthrow. Going by what happened in Afghanistan and Iraq it will not  
take much for their actions to be seen across the Middle East as  
hypocritical and self-serving, and resisted as such. 
www.counterpunch.org 

 

Obama in El Salvador 

 
 Why I'm Not Hailing the Chief in San Salvador 
Alexandra Early 22 March 2011 
 
(San Salvador) -- President Obama’s visit to El Salvador this week has 
become a focal point for protest organizing by Central American social 
movement organizations and their North American allies, who are equally 
outraged about U.S. trade policy and military meddling in the region. 
Local environmental and community organizations have joined together 
with allies like U.S. - El Salvador Sister Cities and CISPES to help mobilize 
students and workers for rallies in the U.S. and El Salvador on Tuesday, 



March 22, when Obama arrives for a meeting with Salvadoran President 
Mauricio Funes, whose election two years ago ended decades of right-wing 
rule.  
 
Despite the initial jubilation at the election of Obama and Funes, both the 
Salvadoran left and members of the international solidarity community are 
deeply disappointed and frustrated with Obama’s stance toward Central 
America. The purpose of Obama´s visit is supposedly to support the 
eradication of poverty, violence and government corruption. Yet, the 
president’s own administration is perpetuating these problems (and their 
natural result, immigration) by following in the footprints of Bill Clinton, 
both George Bushes, and even Ronald Reagan, who spent billions of dollars 
wreaking human rights havoc in El Salvador and its neighbors. 
 
Current U.S. policy on Central America reflects more continuity than 
change, particularly with regard to the Central American Free Trade 
Agreement (CAFTA) and the 2009 military coup in Honduras that forced 
then-president Manual (“Mel”) Zelaya out of office and into exile. 
 
It has been six years since the passage of CAFTA. As predicted by its 
critics, free trade has not reduced economic inequality or created many 
new jobs. Exports from El Salvador and foreign investment in the country 
have both decreased; meanwhile, the price of goods has dramatically 
increased while the number of small businesses able to sell products to the 
U.S. has not.  
 
Thanks to CAFTA, which supersedes national law, North American mining 
companies are now suing El Salvador for $100 million because the 
government has thwarted an environmentally dangerous resource 
extraction scheme approved by previous governments.  
 
Next door in Honduras, President Obama initially opposed the army’s 
overthrow of Zelaya as a threat to democracy throughout the region. But 
now his administration has become the leading ally and cheerleader for 
Zelaya’s conservative successor, de-facto President Porfirio Lobo. Hillary 
Clinton’s State Department is campaigning for re-admission of Honduras to 
the Organization of American States, which strongly condemned the ouster 
of Zelaya. 
 
Since the military coup 21 months ago, and Lobo’s tainted election in 
November, 2009, the U.S. has built two new military bases in Honduras 
and increased its training of local police. Meanwhile, nearly all sectors of 
Honduran society—union organizers, farmers and teachers, women and 
young people, gays, journalists, political activists,—have faced violent 
repression under Lobo’s corrupt regime. With its worsening record of 
murders, disappearances and rabid resistance to land reform, Honduras is 
beginning to look more and more like El Salvador before it slipped into 
full-scale civil warfare three decades ago, with the U.S. backing the wrong 
side then and now.  
 
In January, I witnessed first-hand what life is like under the “golpistas” of 
Honduras as part of a fact-finding delegation led by the Honduras 
Accompaniment Project. We spent a week in the Honduran capitol and 
countryside interviewing multiple victims of recent political threats, 
beatings, jailings, and kidnappings. Human rights groups estimate that 
more than 4,000 serious human rights violations and sixty-four political 
assassinations have occurred in Honduras since the coup. Many organizers 
have been forced to leave the country as the threats against themselves 
and their families increase.  
 



Young people are now a frequent target of death threats and actual 
violence, often from police or resurgent of death squads seemingly bent on 
“social cleansing.” Like El Salvador, Honduras has very strong “anti-gang” 
legislation that enables cops to arrest youth who gather in groups or on 
the basis of their appearance. Since the coup, it’s not just suspicious 
tattoos that draw police attention. Police drag-nets now target anyone 
wearing t-shirts or hats with anti-government messages, not to mention 
the threatening visages of Che or Chavez. As youth organizer Victor 
Alejandro explained, “many Honduran youth woke up politically when the 
coup began, when they were beaten up or arrested by the police at a 
march or just for walking down the street. And now they are one of the 
driving forces behind the resistance, and as a result they are one of the 
main targets of state repression.”  
 
As always in Central America, organized campesinos are a target of 
repression. During our stay, we visited Zacate Grande, a sparsely 
populated peninsula in the Gulf of Fonseca where small tenant farmers 
and fisherman are fighting eviction by rich businessmen who want to build 
luxury hotels and summer homes on their land. One source of hope and 
optimism for Hondurans like these was Decree 18-2008, the land reform 
measure enacted under President Zelaya. It created a mechanism for the 
expropriation of unused private lands for subsistence farming and a way 
for the poor to gain title to land they had worked for years. Not 
surprisingly, in January, the Supreme Court of Honduras ruled that 
Zelaya’s land reform decree was unconstitutional. 
 
This, combined with the rampant corruption of local authorities since the 
coup, means that campesinos in places like Zacate Grande and the 
embattled Bajo Aguan region in Northern Honduras are in a constant fight 
for their lives and land.  
 
Because they are part of the opposition to Lobo’s regime, public school 
teachers have come under similar attack. We saw an example of their 
repression during our stay in Honduras. On January 25, four teachers were 
arrested after a peaceful protest march in the capital. During their 
detention, our delegation got a call from a teachers’ union leader 
requesting that we check on the safety of his members. When three of us 
neared the jail where they were being held we encountered a line of riot 
police with night sticks blocking the street. After cell phone negotiations 
with the police commander in charge, we were finally admitted to the 
police station and allowed to talk to the detainees in a waiting area. 
Although none of the teachers had been beaten or otherwise badly 
treated, they were all clearly frightened. They were released later that 
same afternoon, but only on the condition that they refrain from 
participating in further protests.  
 
Two days later, we joined another peaceful and massively attended 
demonstration in Tegucigalpa held on the first anniversary of Lobo’s 
inauguration. The turn-out reflected a resistance movement that draws 
from diverse sectors of society and whose goals go far beyond ending the 
exile of Manual Zelaya. There were young people spray-painting the walls 
with slogans against U.S. military intervention, teachers shielding 
themselves from the sun under multi-colored umbrellas, and embattled 
gay activists waiving rainbow flags. Some people were holding banners and 
signs with the message “Urge Mel!” (“We need Mel!”), but they were no 
more prominent in the crowd than those demanding democracy and human 
rights.  
 
This is not reflected in mainstream media coverage in the U.S., which 
makes Honduras seem like just another case of caudillo politics, with the 



population blindly following one populist leader after another. In typical 
fashion, the Washington Post described the January 27 marches in the 
capital and two other cities simply as “protests by supporters of ousted 
former leader Manuel Zelaya.” As one gay activist explained, however, 
“Zelaya is part of the movement, but the movement transcends Zelaya. He 
gave people hope and started a process, but it is our goal to continue and 
finish that process, the process of re-founding Honduras.”  
 
That’s why we’re greeting Obama on Tuesday with the message that his 
regional track record so far includes little change that Central Americans 
can believe in. Salvadorans still labor under the burden of CAFTA and its 
costly barrage of big business litigation aimed at punishing even the 
smallest exercises of national sovereignty. Meanwhile, Hondurans are 
experiencing a rapid U.S.-assisted return to the past, in the form of a 
country that is poor, militarized, and terrorized--the same set of 
conditions that so many Central Americans have long struggled to escape.  
www.zcommunications.org  
 
Alexandra Early is a 2007 graduate of Wesleyan University. A former union 
staffer in California, she now works for U.S.- El Salvador Sister Cities, an 
organization that promotes cross-border solidarity between communities in 
North and Central America. She can be reached at earlyave@gmail.com  

 

Punishing the Truth-Tellers 

 
 

 
 

Robert Parry 15 March 2011  
 
It appears the most serious offense you can commit in Washington these 
days is telling the truth. You get a pass on torture, aggressive war, killing 
civilians, lying, destroying evidence and such, but don’t dare give honest 
information to the American people.  
 
The penalties can range from possible life imprisonment for Pvt. Bradley 
Manning, who allegedly disclosed classified information to the public via 
WikiLeaks, to getting fired, like what happened to State Department 
spokesman P.J. Crowley for calling the Pentagon’s harsh and humiliating 
treatment of Manning “counterproductive and stupid.” 
 
Yet, no one suggests that what Manning allegedly released wasn’t true; nor 
could you dispute Crowley’s assessment that the forced nudity and the 
maximum security treatment of Manning hurt the U.S. image, especially 
since these acts recall George W. Bush’s mistreatment of “war on terror” 
detainees. 
 
But it seems President Barack Obama is especially eager to go the extra 
mile to show the Establishment that he can be trusted with the secrets, 
that his administration can hide the truth as assiduously as the last one, if 
not more so. 
 
There’s also the recent case of NPR fundraiser Ron Schiller who was 
secretly videotaped noting that the Tea Party included some “racist” 
individuals. For making that startling comment -- which the full video 
indicates he was attributing to some disaffected Republicans he knew -- 
Schiller was not only canned by NPR but was stripped of a prospective job 
at the Aspen Institute. 
 
Yet, Schiller (and his Republican friends) may have been thinking about 



Tea Party activists who insist that Barack Obama was born in Kenya and 
was raised with Mau Mau influences inherited from his father, causing the 
President to view the English as, god forbid, “imperialists.” 
 
Oddly, some of these Tea Partiers, who are known for dressing up in 
American revolutionary garb, are now up arms over someone looking at 
English history and detecting imperialism. To do so may qualify you to be 
portrayed in Tea Party posters like Obama was, dressed as an African 
bushman. 
 
But just as you must not see evidence of imperialism in the British Empire, 
you must not see racism in how the Tea Party reacts to the first African-
American president. To do so in Washington makes you unemployable. 
 
No Invasion Here  
Similar rules apply to the behavior of countries depending on whether 
they’re categorized as “good guys” or “bad guys.”  
 
For instance, in 1979, when the old Soviet Union sent troops into 
Afghanistan to bolster the country’s communist government, which was 
besieged by U.S.-backed Islamic fundamentalists, that was called an 
“invasion.” But on Monday, when Saudi Arabian troops rumbled into 
Bahrain to support an embattled Sunni monarchy against the country’s 
Shiite majority, it was an “intervention” or a "troop movement" or simply 
an "arrival."  
 
On Tuesday, the New York Times’ front-page story suggested that Shiite-
ruled Iran, a U.S. adversary, was behaving recklessly when it described the 
Saudi action as an “occupation.” The Times added, “Iran even went so far 
as to call the troop movement an invasion.” 
 
Bring the smelling salts! Imagine calling a “troop movement” into a 
sovereign nation – against the will of a majority of its people – an 
“invasion.” Who would say such things? 
 
Yet, while the Times thought Iran was going over the top with words like 
“occupation” and “invasion,” other comments – no matter how crazy when 
made by prominent Republicans – are treated with respect. So, the Times 
described Mississippi’s Republican Gov. Haley Barbour as “testing themes” 
when he said the following: 
 
“Let’s look at [Obama’s] record,” Barbour told a Chamber of Commerce 
meeting in Chicago. “In the last two years, the federal government spent 
$7 trillion and our economy lost seven million jobs. I guess we ought to be 
glad they didn’t spend $12 trillion. We might have lost 12 million jobs.” 
 
In a different political era, one might have expected responsible 
journalists to note how absurd – and dangerous – Barbour’s “theme” was. 
The reason the economy lost seven million jobs was the Wall Street 
financial crisis, which occurred on George W. Bush’s watch and was 
touched off by reckless gambling and scant regulation. The trillions in 
government bailouts were a reaction, not a cause. 
 
While no one can stop Barbour from flipping the chronology – and 
essentially lying to the public – one might expect the New York Times to 
explain the facts. But the safe career play these days is to avoid speaking 
any truth that might get you in trouble. 
 
[The Times’ print edition offered no balance at all, but the online version 
did include a paragraph from Barbour’s speech acknowledging that Obama 



faced an economic crisis upon taking office.] 
 
Denying Pensions  
Clearly, it is a far bigger offense in Washington to tell troublesome truths 
than to slide along with comfortable lies and distortions. According to the 
National Whistleblowers Center, Congress is even contemplating how to 
extend fear of retribution into a person’s retirement. 
 
The group reported that the Senate Intelligence Committee may slip into 
an appropriations bill a provision to empower the Director of National 
Intelligence and the heads of intelligence agencies to strip retired 
employees of their pensions by simply accusing them of disclosing 
classified information. 
 
“This provision is so dangerous because intelligence agencies often 
retaliate against whistleblowers by accusing of them of leaking 
information,” the group said. “Stripping pensions based on accusations of 
classified leaks will be yet another way that the government can retaliate 
against whistleblowers. … 
 
“On the whim of the DNI, whistleblowers will lose their life savings and be 
forced into poverty.” 
 
If only the Democrats would be half as aggressive in enforcing laws that 
were violated by the Bush administration as they’ve been in pursuing and 
punishing people who tell the truth. 
www.consortiumnews.com 
 
Robert Parry broke many of the Iran-Contra stories in the 1980s for the 
Associated Press and Newsweek. His latest book, Neck Deep: The 
Disastrous Presidency of George W. Bush, was written with two of his sons, 
Sam and Nat, and can be ordered at neckdeepbook.com. His two previous 
books, Secrecy & Privilege: The Rise of the Bush Dynasty from Watergate 
to Iraq and Lost History: Contras, Cocaine, the Press & 'Project Truth' are 
also available there.  

 

When civil societyism fronts for barbarism 

 
 

 
 

Patrick Bond (Eye on Civil Society) 15 March 2011 
 
If Muammar Gaddafi’s wicked son Saif is to be believed, we will soon be 
witnessing massacres in Benghazi, Libya to shame even the Middle East’s 
prolifically murderous tyrants, even worse than Israel’s killing of 1400 
Gaza residents two years ago (though probably shy of the US army’s 
depopulation of Iraq by what The Lancet medical journal estimated were a 
million dead civilians courtesy of Washington’s illegal 2003 invasion). 
 
The Libyan regime’s attacks on its citizenry, Saif warned on Sunday, will 
now intensify: “This is our country, we will never, ever give up and we will 
never, ever surrender. This is our country. We fight here in Libya, we die 
here in Libya.”  
 
Many hundreds of Libyans are dying on Gaddafi’s orders already, and some 
of his army’s weaponry is Proudly South African. For several years, 
Pretoria’s state-owned Denel corporation flogged weapons of mass civilian 
destruction to Libya, with a friendly seal of approval from National 
Conventional Arms Control Committee chair Jeff Radebe.  



 
Denel’s June 2009 official newsletter, Insights, bragged, “As a result of the 
display of our infantry weapons, like 40mm AGL, NTW-20 anti-materiel 
rifle, SS77 and Mini SS machineguns, as well as artillery capability, 
missiles, aircraft maintenance and mine action services, Denel is already 
negotiating contracts in Libya.”  
 
Dust storms ordinarily make it difficult to target protesters scurrying to 
safety, so Gaddafi’s army will happily deploy Denel’s Rooivalk attack 
helicopters, alongside other regional dictators disturbed by the dangerous 
democrats. For as Denel Aviation CE Ismail Dockrat told DefenseWeb.co.za 
just before his 2009 sales trip to Tripoli, “We have identified North Africa 
and the Middle East as key markets in which Denel Aviation can leverage 
its brand.”  
 
So too did singers Mariah Carey, Beyonce Knowles and Nelly Furtado 
leverage their brands for millions of dollars of Gaddafi oil money, resulting 
in irretrievable brand contamination once WikiLeaks revealed their deeds 
last month.  
 
And in Sandton, the five-star Michaelangelo and Radisson Blu hotels are 
partially owned by the Libyan Investment Authority, an agency set up in 
2006 by Saif. According to brand-conscious Michealangelo manager Bart 
Dorrestein, the Libyan connection was “hugely damaging to our 
organisation and the morale in our company.” 
 
The same is true for the Libyan School of Economics, formerly known as 
the London School of Economics, now the truth is out about Saif’s 
purchased, plagiarized, ghost-written, and obviously unsupervised, 
unexamined doctoral thesis. The plagiarized material, according to Robert 
Sparling of McGill Universty, “seems to be giving unwarranted comfort 
since it makes the LSE appear to be the victim of a fraud, rather than 
accomplice to moral corruption.” 
 
Many institutions are guilty of selling favours to the rich and powerful, or 
in the case of my own institution, the University of KwaZulu-Natal, of 
being conveniently asleep at the academic wheel. Recall that in 2003, our 
Mechanical Engineering Department awarded a doctorate to SA’s top arms 
dealer, Chippy Shaik, who was responsible for the R65 billion Arms Deal 
procurement and hence a great deal of the country’s political rot, 
including a R21 million bribe to the Shaik family from German firm 
Thyssen, revealed last September.  
 
After allegations that Shaik’s PhD was “fraudulent and littered with errors, 
including incorrect formulations and poor spelling and referencing” – 
according to the Mail & Guardian, which with the help of disgruntled arms 
dealer Richard Young, broke the story – the doctoral degree was revoked in 
2008 because it was “substantially plagiarized.”  
 
The LSE’s ethical collapse occurred in part through a £2.2m contract to 
train Gaddafi’s civil servants, and also within its Center for the Study of 
Global Governance, which in July 2009 was granted £1.5 million by Saif’s 
Gaddafi International Charity and Development Foundation (GICDF). 
Coincidentally, Centre director David Held sat on the GICDF board in June 
2009, and soon thereafter remarked, “I’ve come to know Saif as someone 
who looks to democracy, civil society and deep liberal values as the core 
of his inspiration.” 
 
“Held has a history of ignoring academic standards in order to come close 
to people in power,” according to Erik Ringmar, who is now based 



Shanghai Jiaotong University but who worked with him from 2001 to 2007. 
“Undue pressure was put on me to do things I regarded as unethical. 
Incidents such as these have repeatedly gone on at the LSE.”  
 
London’s Independent on Sunday has just reported, “Leading figures at the 
LSE openly joked about getting a donation from Saif Gaddafi before he had 
even been examined for his PhD… Professors just one rung below the 
former director Sir Howard Davies, who resigned last month over the 
scandal prompted by the university's links to Libya, were ‘anticipating the 
solicitation of a donation’.” 
 
In Saif’s thesis, entitled, “The Role of Civil Society in the Democratisation 
of Global Governance Institutions,” he declares his bias: “liberal 
individualism as a political ideal within which liberty is an inalienable right 
of individuals and a just government must protect individual liberties in its 
constitution and laws.” 
 
Recalling that tired old line: "A conservative is a liberal who got mugged 
and a liberal is a conservative who got arrested.”  
 
The Gaddafi family’s mugging by democratic Libyans should be joined by 
all anti-racists, for as Muammar bluntly told Italian Prime Minister Silvio 
Berlusconi just six months ago, Libya was willing (for a price) to play the 
role of gendarme for Euro-xenophobes, by ensuring no Africans reached 
Italian shores: “We don't know what will be the reaction of the white and 
Christian Europeans faced with this influx of starving and ignorant 
Africans. We don't know if Europe will remain an advanced and united 
continent or if it will be destroyed, as happened with the barbarian 
invasions.”  
 
This aspirant ‘King of Africa’ is obviously a tyrant with little confidence in 
bottom-up globalization, yet his son Saif’s PhD thesis makes the case for “a 
tripartite system that includes civil society and the business sector 
formally as voting members in inter-governmental decision-making 
structures in the United Nations system, the Bretton Woods institutions, 
the World Trade Organisation and other global governing institutions.” 
 
In reality, many of these institutions are, it can easily be argued, just as 
destructive as the Gaddafi family, when it comes to democratic ideals, 
civil society and social justice. Yet Saif’s thesis sought out “prospects for 
civil society to evolve from its current expert and advisory role in global 
governing institutions to a more formal role in new collective decision-
making structures” which will in turn provide “fair, mutually beneficial 
arrangements on a global level.” 
 
Given the global balance of power now and in the near future, this is a 
ridiculously naïve thesis.  
 
The late LSE professor Fred Halliday strenuously objected to Held’s Libya 
programme, writing in an October 2009 letter to the school’s governing 
Council, “I have repeatedly expressed reservations about formal 
educational and funding links with that country.” One reason was that 
Saif’s GICDF was recycling dirty monies which “come from foreign 
businesses wishing to do business, i.e. receive contracts, for work in Libya, 
most evidently in the oil and gas industries.” 
 
Concluded Halliday, “Libya has made no significant progress in protecting 
the rights of citizens, or migrant workers and refugees, and remains a 
country run by a secretive, erratic and corrupt elite.”  
 



As for Saif, said Halliday, “in Libya, as in such states as Egypt, Saudi 
Arabia, Iran the primary function of such liberal elements is not to produce 
change, but to reach compromises with internal hard-liners that serve to 
lessen external pressure.” 
 
This is how Saif’s use and abuse of doctoral-thesis civil societyism can best 
be understood: as a momentary compromise with Libyan barbarism that, 
now scratched by an emancipatory potential, has quickly shed both liberal 
skin and London dupes.  
 
(Patrick Bond is based at the UKZN Centre for Civil Society.) 

 
 
Ngenkathi imiphakathi isetshenziswa ukuvikela ukubuswa ngobulwane 
NguPatrick Bond 
Yahunyushwa nguFaith ka-Manzi 
 
Uma siyakukholwa okushiwo yisikhohlakali sendodana kaMuammar Gaddafi 
uSaif sizobona ukucitheka kwegazi eBenghazi, eLibya okungenza ukubulala 
ngesihluku okade kwenziwa ngondlovuyangena abakade bebulala 
ngesihluku baseMiddle East kufane nokuthi kade begida ndawonye. 
Okungedlula ngisho ukubulawa ngamaIsrael kwezakhamizi zaseGaza 
eziyikhulu namakhulu amane eminyakeni emibili edlule. (noma-ke lokho 
kungeke kufike ekucisheni kuqedwe isizwe saseIraq bgebezombutho wempi 
baseMelika okubalelwa esigidini sezakhamizi esafa mgokuhlaselwa 
yiWashington okungekho emthethweni mgonyaka ka2003 ngokuchaza 
kweThe Lancelot, iphephabhuku lezempilo. 
 
Ukuhlasela kombuso waseLibya izakhamizi zawo, kusazoqhubeka kakhulu 
njengokusho kukaSaif ngeSonto: “Izwe lethu leli, asoze, nhlobo siliyekelele 
futhi sigobele intando yeningi. Izwe lethu leli. Sizolwa laeLibya, sizofela 
khona laeLibya.” 
 
Amakhulukhulua abantu baseLibya vele sebeyafa ngenxa yesinqumo vele 
esikhishwe nguGaddafi, futhi ezinye izikhali zombuthano wempi yakhe 
ngazalapha eNingizimu Afrika. Eminyakeni embalwa edlule, imboni 
ephethwe nguhulumeni iDenel ibilokhu idayiselwa iLibya zikhali zokuchitha 
imiphefmulo eminingi yabantu, lokho futhi bebekwenza bexhaswa 
ngusihlalo wekomidi leNational Conventional Arms Control, uJeff Radebe. 
 
Iphephabhuku eligunyaziwe leDenel langoJune ka2009, iInsights, laqhosha 
lathi, “ngenxa okuthi sihlale sikhombisa ngezikhali zethu njengama40mm 
AGL, izibhamu ama NTW-20, SS77 kanye nezibhamu zemishini, 
amamissiles, kanye nokugcinwa kweizindizamshini kanye namabhomu 
agqitshwayo, iDenel isiqalile izinkulumo zenkotileka kanye neLibya. 
 
Izivunguvungu ezinothuli zenza kubenzima ukubona abantu ofuna 
ukubadubula uma bezama ukubaleka ukuza baphepha, kodwa umbutho 
wezempi kaGaddafi uzojabulela ukusebenzisa izindiza ezinophephela 
emhlabeni zakwaDenel amaRooivlak lokho bekwenza kanye nabanye 
ondlovuyangena abaphazanyiswe yingozi yabalwela intando yeningi. 
Ngokusho kwesinye isikhulu esiphezu sakwaDenele Aviation, uIsmail 
Dockrat etshela iDefenseWeb.co.za ngaphambi kokuthatha uhambo 
lokuyodayisa izikhali ngo2009 eTripoli wathi, “Sibone kunesidingo ukuthi 
eNyakatho Afrika kanye naseMiddle East kube izimakethe lapho uDenel 
Aviation angadayisa imikhiqizo yakhe.” 
 
Abanye futhi abathole izigidigidi zamadola kaoyela ngokuxhasa uGaddafi 
abaculi oMariah Carey, Beyonce Knowles kanye noNelly Rutando, lokhu 



okuvezwe ngenyanga edlule kwiWikiLeaks.  
 
Futhi amahotela aphambili aseSandton iMichaelangelo kanye neRadisson 
Blu ingxenye yawo abanikazi bawo iLibyan Investment Authority, 
okuyinkampani eyaqalwa nguSaif ngo2006. Ngokusho komphathi 
waseMichaelangelo uBart Dorrestein ukuzwana kwabo nabaseLibya 
sekwenze lelihotela “laxwaya ngabaningi futhi lehlisa izinga lokusebenza 
ngokuzinikela kwabasenzi behotela.” 
 
Futhi lokhu kuyiqiniso ngeLibyan School of Economics, ekade yaziwa 
njengeLondon School of Economics, futhi manje iqiniso seliphumele obala 
ngokuthi uSaif walikopela, futhi walibhalelwa ijazi lakhe loudokotela 
elingazange lihlolwe. Lomsebenzi owakotshelwa, ngokusho kukaRobert 
Sparling waseMcGill University, “lokhukwenza abantu bangabi nacho 
ukukhululeka ngoba kwenza iLondon School of Economics ibukeke iyisikole 
esiluthekile kunokuba sibukeke njengesikole esibe nesimilo 
sokukhohlakala. 
 
Izikhungo eziningi vele zinecala lokudayisela izicebi kanye namanamandla, 
njengoba kwenzeka nje kwesami isikhungo iUniversity yakwaZulu-Natal, 
esibonakala sengathi umshayeli waso ulele kwezithinta ezezifundiswa. 
Sizokhum,bula-nje ukuthi ngo2003, umnyango wethu wezobunjiniyela 
(Mechanical Engineering Department) eyanikeza ijazi lezobudokotela 
komunye wabadayisi abahamba phambili bezikhali waseNingizimu Afrika 
uChippy Shaik, okunguyena owenza kuthengwe izikhali zamabhiliyoni 
angamashumi ayisithupha nanhlanu (R65 Billion) okwadala ukubola kakhulu 
kwezombusazwe, okuhlanhaniswa nemali yenkohlakalo enguR21 wezigidi 
owanikwa umndeni wakwaShaik yinkampani yaseJalimani, iThyssen, 
njengoba kwavela ngenyanga kaSeptemba wonyaka odlule. 
 
Emva kokuba sekuqhamuke izinsolo ngokutholakala kwejazi lezobudokotela 
likaShaik ukuthi lalitholakale ngombhalo “onenkohlakalo ogcwele 
amaphutha, fuhti ongenaziqinisekiso nokusekelwa kwamaformula ayebhala 
ngawo kanye nokubhalwa ngobudedengu kolimi nokungafezi ukuthi ulwazi 
wayelucoshelaphi” – ngokusho kweMail&Guardian, ngokusizwa ngomunye 
wabahwebi bezikhali naye owavezela abezndaba loludaba Urichard Young – 
lelijazi lobudokotela kwafanele libuyiselwe emuva “ngba umbhalo walo 
wawukotshelwe kakhulu.” 
 
Ukuphellelwa isithunzi kweLondon School of Economics kuyingxenye 
yemaili yenkontileka yezigidi ezimbili zamapounds zokuqeqesha izisebenzi 
zikaGaddafi kwathi futhi kwiCentre for the Study of Global Governance, 
ngoJulayi ka2009 iFoundation kaSaif I International Charity and 
Development Foundation yanikela ngamapounds ayizigidi ezingu1.5. 
Ingenkathi lapho futhi owayengumqondisi weLondon School of Economics 
uDavid Held owayehleli ebhodini leGICDF ngoJuni ka2009 lapho wathi, 
“USaif ngimazi njengomuntu ohlale lwela intando yeningi emiphakathini 
futhi okuyikhona okumgqugquzelayo.” 
 
“uHeld unomlando wokuziba izinga lezemfundo ukuze akwazi ukusondelana 
nabantu abangababusi,’ njengokusho kukaErik Ringmar, okumanje usezinze 
eSangai Jiaotong University kodwa owasebenza naye kusukela ngo2001 
kuya ku2007. “Ngangifakwa ingcindezi enganasidingo ukuthi ngenze izinto 
enganizibona ukuthi azinabo ubulungiswa. Izimo ezifana nalezi zijwalekile 
ukwenzeka eLondon School of Economics.” 
 
Iphepandaba langesonto lasedolobheni iLondon lisanda kubika ukuthi, 
“izikhulu ezihola iLondon School of Economics zazenza ihlaya lokuthi 
zithole imali yomnikelo evala kuSaif engakahlolelwa ngisho ukuhlolelwa 
ijazi lakhe lezobudokotela. Osolwazi abangaphansana ngokwezikhundla 



kowayengumqondisi uHoward Davies, osule ngenyanga edlule ngenxa 
yalelihlazo lenza ukuthi ukuhlanganyela kwalesisikhungo neLibya “kubenze 
bacabange ukuthi ikhona imali yokuphiwa eyayisazofika.” 
 
Umbhalo kaSaif wokuthola ijazi lobudokotela obizwa ngokuthi, “Indima 
edlalwa imiphakathi ekwenzeni kokubuswa ngentando yeningi ezinhlakeni 
zemibuso,” kulombhalo wakhe uyakuxhasa ukubusa komuntu oyedwa 
nokuthi kufanele azivikele lapho ebusa. 
 
Ukuvukelwa kombuso womndeni kaGaddafi yizakhamizi zaseLibya ezifuna 
ukubuswa ngentando yeningi kufanele uhlanganyele yibobonke abamelene 
nokucwaswa ngebala, njengokuba uMuammar Gaddafi atshela uNdunankulu 
waseItaly uSilvio Berlusconi ezinyangeni eziyisithupha ezedlule, iLibya 
ibizimisele uma izonikwa imali ukuvimbela abantu baseAfrika ababalekela 
eItaly ukuthi abafinyeleli khona: Asazi ukuthi bazokwenzenjani abamhlphe 
kanye namaKrestu ezizwe zaseNyakatho uma ebhekene nesimo sokufika 
kwezakhamizi zaseAfrika ezilambile futhi ezingamaqaba. Asazi noma 
amazwe aseNyakatho ayoqhubeka engamazwe abumbene 
nanobuchwepheshe, noma yocekelwa phansi, njengoba wenzeka 
behlaselwa yizidlamlilo ngaphambilini.” 
 
Okusho ukuthi lendoda ebihlale inephupho lokuba ‘Inkosi yaseAfrika’ 
ayinankolelo yokuthi abantu nabo bangaba nesandla ekubusweni kwabo, 
njengokusho kombhalo wendondana yayo uSaif lapho ethi umbuso kungaba 
“obanjwe isithathu okuyimiphakathi, abahwebi njengabavoti futhi 
abangahlanganyela ezinqumeni ezithathwa uhulumeni ezinhlakeni ezifana 
neUnited Nations, nezinhlaka ezifana noBretton Woods, noWorld Trade 
Organisation kanye nezinye izinhlaka zomhlaba wonke ezibusayo.” 
 
Empeleni, eziningi zalezizinhlaka, lokhu kungasheshe kucaciswe-nje ukuthi 
nazo zinokucekela phansi njengawo umndeni wakwaGaddafi, uma sekuza 
ekubusweni ngentando yeningi. Emiphakathini kanye nobulungiswa. Kodwa 
umbhalo womqulu kaSaif wawubhekene “nokubhekelana nentuthuko 
emiphakathini ekubeni yingxenye yomphakathi nayo ethatha izinqumo 
ngokubuswa kwayo” okuyokwenza “kube nobulungiswa futhi kuzuze wonke 
umuntu emhlabeni.” 
 
Uma sibheka manje amandla okubuswa komhalaba wonke kanye 
nangemuso, lombhalo ukhombisa umuntu ongnalwazi olunzulu. 
 
USolwazi osewadlula emhlabeni weLondon School of Economics uFred 
Halliday wayemelene kakhulu nohlelo lukaHeld ngeLibya, waze wabhala 
ngenyanga kaOctoba ka2009 kwisigungu esingamele lesisikhungo wathi, 
“Sengikhulume kaningana ngokuthi ngiyakwexwaya ukuthi kubekhona 
ubudlelwane bezemfundo kanye nokuphiwa izimali naleliyalizwe.” Esinye 
isizathu salokho ukuthi uSaif wayesebenzisa izimali ezingcolile 
ezaziqhamuka “kubahwebi ababefuna ukwenza uhwebo, njengokuthola 
izinkontileka, nokusebenza eLibya, ikakhulukazi ezimbonini zamafutha 
kanye negesi.” 
 
Esephetha uHalliday wathi, “ILibya akukho mizamo eyenzile ukuvikela 
malungelo ezakhamizi, kanye nabasebenzi bokufika, futhi iyaqhubeka 
ukuba izwe elibuswa ngemfihlo, ngokuhlakazeka kanye nangenkohlakalo.” 
 
USaif nje yena-ke, kusho uHaliday, “eLibya njengasemazweni afana 
neEgypt, neSaudi Arabia. neIran umsebenzi omkhulu wabantu abafana 
naye akukhona ukwenza umehluko, kodwa ukufinyelela ezinqumeni 
ezixhasa ukubusa kondluvuyangena ukuze imiphakathi engaphandle 
ingayifaki ingcindezi okuthi kube khona ushintsho.” 
 



Iyona-ke indlela uSaif ebexhaphaza ngayo umqulu wombhalo wakhe wejazi 
lobudokotela ukuthi imiphakathi ingaqondwa kanjani: njengabahlanganyela 
okwesikhashana nobulwane baseLibya okumanje obubhekene 
nokungafaniswa nokukhululeka, esekulahlekelwe izithutha zaseLondon. 
 
(UPatrick Bond uzinze eUKZN Centre for Civil Society.) 

 

Oil, despotism and philanthropic tokenism 

 
 

 
 

Nnimmo Bassey First Published in Pambazuka 14 March 2011 
 
Without doubt’, the crude oil business ‘is the stuff that oils the machinery 
of despotism’ and that ‘blinds the world to the bloods that flow on the 
streets as people fight for liberty’, writes Nnimmo Bassey. 
 
Equatorial Guinea sits in the heart of Africa and is the fourth highest 
producer of crude oil in sub-Saharan Africa after Nigeria, Angola, and 
Sudan. It has reaped huge revenues from crude oil sales since 1995 when 
commercial export began, although discovery of the product was made in 
the 1960s. It is one country whose political experience will make the years 
of brute military rule in Nigeria a mere child's play in comparison. 
 
The current maximum ruler of that country took over power in a bloody 
military coup in 1979, eleven years after that country's independence from 
Spain. At that time, Teodoro Obiang Nguema Mbasogo was a Lieutenant 
Colonel and his uncle, Francisco Macia Nguema, was the president. He is 
said to have personally supervised the execution of his uncle by firing 
squad and has reigned supreme over the country of less than a million 
people since then. 
 
The nation's GDP of about $37,900 is many times above that of Nigeria. 
The truth, however, is that the high GDP does not translate to a better life 
for the people. Since the ascendancy of crude oil as a major income 
earner, other aspects of the economy, especially production of agricultural 
produce such as cocoa, have suffered neglect. Does that not remind you of 
Nigeria? 
 
While looking up on President Nguema, one could not avoid visiting the 
pages of Wikipedia where parts of the entry on this man reveals the 
following: "In July 2003, state-operated radio declared Obiang to be a god 
who is "in permanent contact with the Almighty" and "can decide to kill 
without anyone calling him to account and without going to hell." He 
personally made similar comments in 1993. Despite these comments, he 
still claims that he is a devout Catholic and was invited to the Vatican by 
John Paul II and again by Benedict XVI. Macías had also proclaimed himself 
a god.' 
 
STANDING UP TO THE DESPOT  
The president, his family, relatives, and friends are said to own most 
businesses in the country. With the severe curtailment of freedom in the 
country, it has come as a vent of fresh air when the writer, Juan Tomas 
Avila Laurel, called for change and embarked on a hunger strike 
demanding an end to the despotic reign in his country. 
 
In a letter to Jose Bono Martinez, the president of Spanish parliament, 
dated 11 February 2011, Mr. Laurel states among other things that, 
 



"Since you believe so deeply in the moral solvency of President Obiang, 
who has been in power since 1979, we fervently request that you exert 
some influence and take steps towards the formation of a government of 
transition; one in which those who have held positions in the last 32 years 
in Equatorial Guinea must not take any part. 
 
"This is not a political demand, as it might seem to you, but a socially and 
morally driven one. We cannot continue living under a dictatorship that 
eats away at our very souls. 
 
"Mr. Bono, all we are asking is that you find asylum in a safe country for 
Obiang, his son Teodorin, first lady Constancia, and his brothers and 
cousins, the generals and colonels who maintain this unspeakable regime. 
We believe that one-third of the money that any one of them has 
deposited in banks abroad would be enough to support themselves for the 
rest of their days. The remaining sum has to be returned to the country." 
 
The letter ends with a painful plea for intervention: "Mr. Bono, it is not 
fair for me to put my life in your hands. I will not deny, however, that 
whatever happens to me will depend in great measure on what you do." 
 
GADDAFI'S OILY STAND AND NEO-PHILANTHROPISTS  
The events in North Africa and in the Middle East clearly highlight the fact 
that crude oil has been largely responsible for the entrenchment of crude 
regimes in the region. 
 
This is particularly visible in Libya where the man who has been in power 
for over four decades clings on, threatens to cleanse the country of 
protesters house to house and if necessary blow up the oil and gas fields of 
the country. 
 
This threat has introduced a new dimension to the volatility of crude oil 
supply and threatens to push prices to record high. Call him what you like, 
but Mr. Gaddafi and his cohorts have fed from the feeding bottle of crude 
oil and taking that from them without a period of weaning is bound to 
result in the slaughter and tantrums that is the hall mark of the regime in 
Tripoli. 
 
A quick look back at the third week of February 2011 shows that as we saw 
a fine being slammed on the oil giant, Chevron, for polluting the 
Amazonian region of Ecuador, we heard of the company's philanthropic 
move in the Niger Delta. 
 
The gesture is a clear case of philanthropic tokenism. It appears that 
Chevron sought to draw attention away from the long-awaited verdict from 
Ecuador by moving across the Atlantic and displaying a suspect front of 
compassion in the bloodstained and oil soaked creeks of the Niger Delta. 
The link and the timing are inescapable. 
 
The company announced with much fanfare a splash of $50 million, 
ostensibly to ignite economic development and tackle conflict in the 
region - of which, it must be said, the company admitted to being a 
contributor in the past. 
 
The money is being funnelled through the company's Niger Delta 
Partnership Initiative and the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID) and will be spent over the next four years. The 
thrust will obviously be to generate employment since the oil company 
hires only a tiny fraction of the millions it has impoverished through the 
destruction of the creeks, swamps, farmlands and forests that they depend 



on for their livelihoods through oil spills, gas flares, and the dumping of 
other toxic wastes. 
 
These are interesting days indeed. Without doubt, crude oil business is not 
only volatile, but explosive. It is the stuff that oils the machinery of 
despotism and it is the stuff that blinds the world to the bloods that flow 
on the streets as people fight for liberty. 
 
It is also the stuff that bluffs and seeks to blind us from demanding 
environmental justice but accepting tokens. 
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Italy Beyond the scandals 

 
 

 
 

A fighting alternative to Berlusconi is needed 
Piero Acquilino, ControCorrente, Genoa 14 March 2011 
 
In recent weeks the Italian and international press has given a lot of 
coverage to the umpteenth wave of scandals that has hit Silvio Berlusconi 
and his government. In the last few days, the David Mills trial has been re-
started – one of many which see the Head of Government under 
accusation.  
 
In Italy the parliamentary opposition thinks that weakening the image of 
the Prime Minister without calling into question his policies is the best 
tactic to prepare the way for a centre-left government - building on the 
work of Berlusconi in the field of economic policies without any moral 
’mishaps’ on the way. But the end of ‘berlusconismo’ will only come when 
a strong opposition is developed capable of challenging the material 
foundations on which it is based and the links that tie Berlusconi in with 
particular sections of society and with the powers-that-be within Italian 
capitalism.  
 
In the following article, Piero Acquilino, a worker at the Fincantieri 
shipyard in Genoa, examines the web of material interests which for 
almost 20 years has determined the fate of Italy.  
 
In the first few months of this year, Italian politics has been worrying and, 
in some ways, incomprehensible. In the face of a worsening economic and 
social situation, the prime minister, Berlusconi, has been taken up with 
saving his own future and that of his business affairs. His parliamentary 
majority has been bought with money and favours, and the MPs which form 
it are ready to support the most improbable legal acrobatics. His lawyers, 
who are often also MPs and ministers, prepare laws especially so that he 
can avoid having to go before the courts and reply to well-known and well-
proven accusations.  
 
Luckily for Berlusconi, he is facing an inconsistent and ineffectual 
opposition which is more at home with gossip than social conflict. Never 



before has Italy seemed as divided as it is now, between the real country 
grappling with pressing economic problems and the political world which 
discusses and clashes over the notorious parties in the PM’s villa and 
celebrations for the 150th anniversary of the unity of Italy.  
 
To explain all of this, some questions need to be asked. How has Italy, 
which, notwithstanding everything, is one of the most industrialised 
countries on the planet, fallen into this situation? How could a cement and 
television entrepreneur (Silvio Berlusconi) have come out of the political 
and criminal undergrowth to become the unchallenged arbiter in Italian 
politics for the last 20 years? How could the strongest communist party in 
the West sink into a never-ending crisis which has now transformed it into 
a gelatinous political amoeba?  
 
Berlusconi enters politics  
The international changes at the end of the 1980s contributed to the crisis 
of the Italian political system. Added to that were the conflicts caused by 
widespread corruption at every level. The big mass parties, which had 
represented the main government (Christian Democrats) and opposition 
(Communist Party) forces, dissolved, along with their lesser satellites, and 
left behind an enormous political vacuum. Both the capitalist class and the 
working class were orphaned by their traditional political points of 
reference.  
 
In this situation, Berlusconi, who until then had been a parvenu 
businessman who was never accepted into the “good circles” of Italian 
finance capital and was burdened with debts and legal problems, had the 
idea of using his organisational, financial and media resources to fill the 
vacuum left by the Christian Democrats (DC).  
 
By launching unknown people into politics, many of them from his own 
companies, he managed to win the 1994 general election and to 
consolidate a real reactionary social bloc around his party and himself. The 
very name of his party - Forza Italia (‘Come on Italy’) - was directed at 
non-political layers in Italian society, steeped in football and television. It 
managed to replace the DC and occupy its political space.  
 
Even though it was the creature of one of the richest capitalists in the 
country, Forza Italia (FI) managed to break through to the small and 
medium bourgeoisie whom the DC had always reached with the a clear 
message: “Of course, our government has to impose many taxes but, as 
long as we are in power, you don’t have to pay them!”. Leaning on the 
middle classes’ fear of petty crime – blown up by the media – the DC kept 
the support of those layers and, at the same time, did not punish their 
illegal tax evasion. In fact, in Italy, 90% of taxes come from employed 
workers while other social groups get away with widespread evasion.  
 
Support for Berlusconi  
The second pillar which had guaranteed the dominance of the DC in the 
preceding decades was the open and unconditional support of the Catholic 
Church. At first sight, the dissolute and libertine lifestyle of the current 
prime minister seems clearly at odds with the teachings of the Catholic 
Church. But despite appearances, the Pope and Cardinals seem quite 
happy with a prime minister who has been prepared to pass medieval laws 
on civil rights and to finance Catholic schools, exempting them from taxes. 
 
The third pillar is the relationship with the bosses. Berlusconi is one 
himself and he has totally adopted their programme. Up until the 1970s, 
Italian industry developed spectacularly, led by the chemical, car, 
construction and light engineering sectors. Italian capitalism, despite 



suffering from a lack of raw materials and being quite dispersed, exported 
its products all over the world. It was aided by low labour costs and a weak 
currency which, if necessary, could be weakened further.  
 
Small businesses with few workers and low wages sprung up like 
mushrooms in former agricultural areas. (“Small but beautiful” was the 
employers’ slogan in the 1980s). This system became blocked even before 
the current economic crisis broke. Entry into the Euro put an end to the 
often-used tactic of periodic devaluations of the Lira. Production costs, 
however low, have suffered devastating competition from Eastern Europe 
and Asia. In this situation, the only perspective which the bosses 
considered practical was to attack wages and to support a government 
which promised to reduce taxes, at the cost of cutting public services.  
 
Electoral alliances  
To govern the country, Berlusconi needed an electoral support which 
would give him a solid majority in parliament. Without any scruples he set 
out to tie two other forces to his party - both of them on the right and 
apparently irreconcilable. They were the Lega Nord - racist, separatist and 
rooted only in the rich northern regions - and Alleanza Nazionale (AN) - 
inheritor of the neo-fascist MSI and based mainly in the South. Exploiting 
the weaknesses of both parties - the limited potential expansion of the 
former and the isolation of the latter, because of its links with fascism - 
Berlusconi got a relatively solid parliamentary majority. (This remains 
despite the recent defection of a part of the former AN - which had 
merged with FI to form the PDL - led by Gianfranco Fini.)  
 
Not content with that, he got an electoral law passed which is unique in 
Europe. It has a threshold of 4% for any party to get into parliament, it 
gives extra seats to a winning party or coalition which assures it an 
absolute majority and it includes a block list system which gives the 
leaders of each electoral alliance or party the power to decide which 
candidates will be in parliament. It enables a party with a minority of 
votes the possibility of getting a firm control in parliament.  
 
Ineffective opposition  
It has been the opposition, however, whose role it should be to fight 
Berlusconi, that has been the real reason why he has lasted so long. Faced 
with this social bloc, centred on a rough but clear programme, the 
opposition is gathered around the Democratic Party (PD), (which includes 
forces from the former Communist Party and the Christian Democrats). 
The PD has always carefully avoided building an alternative mass 
movement, preferring to follow the government in courting the bosses and 
the middle class.  
 
When in 2002 Berlusconi decided that the time had come to attack 
workers’ rights head on by proposing to abolish Article 18 of the ‘Workers 
Statute’ (which gives workers in larger factories some protection against 
dismissal), an impressive mass movement developed, led by the CGIL trade 
union federation. This culminated in one of the biggest trade union 
demonstrations in Italian history on 23 March, 2002, and forced the 
government to withdraw its proposals.  
 
Instead of taking advantage of this opportunity to defeat the government, 
the opposition parties preferred to let the movement ebb rather than risk 
governing on the wave of a workers’ victory. In this case it would have 
been difficult to get the support of Confindustria (the employers’ 
federation).  
 
In fact, the victory of the ‘centre-left’ four years later took place in the 



absence of any mass movement and by just a handful of votes. In two 
difficult years of life, the second government led by Romano Prodi, which 
the PRC (Party of Communist Refoundation) took part in worsening the 
already bad Italian welfare system, supported the military missions 
abroad, allowed the USA to double its military base in Vicenza (despite the 
strong opposition of the majority of the population), and carried out 
policies decidedly in favour of the bosses, putting off carrying out the 
promises it had made to workers of a ‘second phase’ which never came.  
 
The disappointment that this caused amongst voters on the left was 
disastrous. In the following elections (April 2008), Berlusconi returned to 
power. The PD was roundly defeated. The two Left parties, PRC and PdCI 
(Italian Communists), disappeared from parliament. Abstentionism 
amongst workers and youth increased. Amongst the poorest sections of the 
population and in regions of the North, there was the beginning of a 
transfer of votes from the Left to the Lega Nord. Above all, the elections 
highlighted social passivity, workers’ isolation, the alienation of young 
people from politics and the crisis of the Left organisations.  
 
The role of the trade unions  
In all of these events the role played by the trade unions has been crucial. 
In the post-war period the three big trade union federations (CGIL, CISL, 
UIL) were the main link between political power and the working class. 
Closely linked for years with the Left and centre parties, and with millions 
of members, they exerted a fundamental influence on governments. In the 
‘hot autumn’ of 1969 they were enormously strengthened and a process of 
trade union unification was begun. This only happened concretely amongst 
metal workers while the other three sectors of workers only went as far as 
a pact for united action.  
 
As the struggles ebbed and the first economic crisis took place (middle of 
the 1970s) this union bloc was used by the bureaucracy to direct workers 
towards economic sacrifices and wage freezes. In brief, the compromise 
between trade unions and government was the following: CGIL, CISL, UIL 
would try to keep the workers in line and subjected to the demands of 
capital, while in return they would be involved, together with 
Confindustria, in decisions concerning social issues.  
 
The end of the ‘first republic’ (following corruption scandals) and the 
beginning of Berlusconi’s reign destroyed this unwritten pact. The 
personality and populism of the new prime minister was not suited to long 
negotiations and mediation with ‘social partners’. Furthermore, the 
weakening of the workers’ movement in the previous period meant that 
the government could ignore symbolic and ever rare general strikes.  
 
This change put an end to unity of action between CGIL, CISL and UIL. 
While the latter two went down the road of increasingly worse 
compromises with the government and the bosses, in return for a few 
crumbs to feed the bureaucratic apparatus, the CGIL is proving incapable 
of deciding whether to go the same way as the other two or to try to 
represent, in what are certainly difficult conditions, the growing social 
unrest. The CGIL’s national congress which took place last year, did not 
resolve this dilemma and the discussion was mainly focused around 
internal organisational issues in an attempt to maintain a bureaucratic 
balance and isolate the FIOM (metal workers’ union, an autonomous 
category within the CGIL).  
 
A political alternative based on struggle  
In fact, today the FIOM is the only exception to a rather dismal trade union 
panorama. Depicted by the media as extremist and unrealistic, the FIOM is 



the only big trade union organisation which has been able in the last few 
years to organise efficient struggles to resist the bosses’ attacks in a sector 
which, historically, has been the most involved in social conflict. This has 
been without any support from the CGIL, and has meant clashing with the 
shameful pro-boss attitude of CISL and UIL and with most of the political 
parties.  
 
The recent demonstrations called by the FIOM all over the country in 
support of the FIAT workers and in defence of the national contract have 
had huge turnouts, not only from workers in their sector but from activists 
in the CGIL and other unions, and political activists on the Left, 
disappointed with the stance of the unions and political organisations 
which they are members of.  
 
These demonstrations have not been only an expression of solidarity with 
workers in struggle, but of the growing idea that Berlusconi and everything 
he represents can only be defeated through class struggle and not through 
political alchemy.  
 
This is the most interesting element of the current situation in Italy. The 
trade union opposition of the FIOM today represents the starting point for 
rebuilding a political opposition not only to the grotesque Berlusconi 
government, but also to policies that support industrial and finance capital 
and the attacks on workers which are taking place in Italy, as in most other 
European countries.  
 
Faced with a parliamentary opposition which only intervenes in relation to 
Berlusconi’s sexual exploits and hopes that the judicial system will make 
up for its political impotence, an alternative is needed which is based on 
struggle and on the concrete needs of workers. The demonstrations and 
strikes of recent months show that this is a difficult but viable road ahead. 
www.socialistworld.net 

 

Silencing The Messenger 

 
 

 
 

How The So-Called Guardians Of Free Speech Are Silencing The 
Messenger 
John Pilger 11 March 2011 
 
As the United States and Britain look for an excuse to invade another oil-
rich Arab country, the hypocrisy is familiar. Colonel Gaddafi is “delusional” 
and “blood-drenched” while the authors of an invasion that killed a million 
Iraqis, who have kidnapped and tortured in our name, are entirely sane, 
never blood-drenched and once again the arbiters of “stability”. 
 
But something has changed. Reality is no longer what the powerful say it 
is. Of all the spectacular revolts across the world, the most exciting is the 
insurrection of knowledge sparked by WikiLeaks. This is not a new idea. In 
1792, the revolutionary Tom Paine warned his readers in England that their 
government believed that “people must be hoodwinked and held in 
superstitious ignorance by some bugbear or other”. Paine’s The Rights of 
Man was considered such a threat to elite control that a secret grand jury 
was ordered to charge him with “a dangerous and treasonable conspiracy”. 
Wisely, he sought refuge in France. 
 
The ordeal and courage of Tom Paine is cited by the Sydney Peace 
Foundation in its award of Australia’s human rights Gold Medal to Julian 



Assange. Like Paine, Assange is a maverick who serves no system and is 
threatened by a secret grand jury, a malicious device long abandoned in 
England but not in the United States. If extradited to the US, he is likely to 
disappear into the Kafkaesque world that produced the Guantanamo Bay 
nightmare and now accuses Bradley Manning, WikiLeaks’ alleged 
whistleblower, of a capital crime.  
 
Should Assange’s current British appeal fail against his extradition to 
Sweden, he will probably, once charged, be denied bail and held 
incommunicado until his trial in secret. The case against him has already 
been dismissed by a senior prosecutor in Stockholm and given new life only 
when a right-wing politician, Claes Borgstrom, intervened and made public 
statements about Assange’s “guilt”. Borgstrom, a lawyer, now represents 
the two women involved. His law partner is Thomas Bodstrom, who as 
Sweden’s minister for justice in 2001, was implicated in the handover of 
two innocent Egyptian refugees to a CIA kidnap squad at Stockholm 
airport. Sweden later awarded them damages for their torture.  
 
These facts were documented in an Australian parliamentary briefing in 
Canberra on 2 March. Outlining an epic miscarriage of justice threatening 
Assange, the enquiry heard expert evidence that, under international 
standards of justice, the behavior of certain officials in Sweden would be 
considered “highly improper and reprehensible [and] preclude a fair trial”. 
A former senior Australian diplomat, Tony Kevin, described the close ties 
between the Swedish prime minister Frederic Reinheldt, and the 
Republican right in the US. “Reinfeldt and [George W] Bush are friends,” 
he said. Reinhaldt has attacked Assange publicly and hired Karl Rove, the 
former Bush crony, to advise him. The implications for Assange’s 
extradition to the US from Sweden are dire. 
 
The Australian enquiry was ignored in the UK, where black farce is 
currently preferred. On 3 March, the Guardian announced that Stephen 
Spielberg’s Dream Works was to make “an investigative thriller in the 
mould of All the President’s Men” out of its book WikiLeaks: Inside Julian 
Assange’s War on Secrecy. I asked David Leigh, who wrote the book with 
Luke Harding, how much Spielberg had paid the Guardian for the screen 
rights and what he expected to make personally. “No idea,” was the 
puzzling reply of the Guardian’s “investigations editor”. The Guardian paid 
WikiLeaks nothing for its treasure trove of leaks. Assange and WikiLeaks -- 
not Leigh or Harding -- are responsible for what the Guardian’s editor, 
Alan Rusbridger, calls “one of the greatest journalistic scoops of the last 
30 years”. 
 
The Guardian has made clear it has no further use for Assange. He is a 
loose cannon who did not fit Guardianworld, who proved a tough, 
unclubbable negotiator. And brave. In the Guardian’s self-regarding book, 
Assange’s extraordinary bravery is excised. He becomes a figure of petty 
bemusement, an “unusual Australian” with a “frizzy-haired” mother, 
gratuitously abused as “callous” and a “damaged personality” that was “on 
the autistic spectrum”. How will Speilberg deal with this childish character 
assassination? e 
 
On the BBC’s Panorama, Leigh indulged hearsay about Assange not caring 
about the lives of those named in the leaks. As for the claim that Assange 
had complained of a “Jewish conspiracy”, which follows a torrent of 
internet nonsense that he is an evil agent of Mossad, Assange rejected this 
as “completely false, in spirit and word”.  
 
It is difficult to describe, let alone imagine, the sense of isolation and 
state of siege of Julian Assange, who in one form or another is paying for 



tearing aside the façade of rapacious power. The canker here is not the far 
right but the paper-thin liberalism of those who guard the limits of free 
speech. The New York Times has distinguished itself by spinning and 
censoring the WikiLeaks material. “We are taking all [the] cables to the 
administration,” said Bill Keller, the editor, “They’ve convinced us that 
redacting certain information would be wise.” In an article by Keller, 
Assange is personally abused. At the Columbia School of Journalism on 3 
February, Keller said, in effect, that the public could not be trusted with 
the release of further cables. This might cause a “cacophony”. The 
gatekeeper has spoken. 
 
The heroic Bradley Manning is kept naked under lights and cameras 24 
hours a day. Greg Barns, director of the Australian Lawyers Alliance, says 
the fears that Julian Assange will “end up being tortured in a high security 
American prison” are justified. Who will share responsibility for such a 
crime? 
www.zcommunications.org 

 

South Africa: The history and character of `black economic empowerment' 
 

 
 

 
 

Dale McKinley 10 March 2011  
 
Amid all the usual political propaganda and grandstanding at the African 
National Congress (ANC)’s 99th anniversary rally in Polokwane on January 
8, 2011, it was none other than ANC Youth League (ANCYL) president Julius 
Malema who came up with the most honest statement of the day. 
Defending himself against charges that he and his ANC Youth League 
cronies were continuing to economically benefit from associated 
businesses awarded government tenders; he argued that business is 
intrinsically elitist. As such, Malema claimed, “BEE will never be broad” – 
and in this rare case, he got it right.  
 
To understand why though, we first need to have a clear understanding of 
the core historical context within which "black economic empowerment" 
(or BEE in South Africa) was incubated and subsequently pursued. If we go 
back to the beginning of the 1900s, we can see that the initial impetus for 
the formation of the ANC – as an organisational expression of black 
nationalism -- derived from a combined "protest" over the lack of political 
and economic opportunities of the small (but influential) black petty 
bourgeoisie. It was this social force which wanted to find a political and 
organisational means to stem the racialised assault on its own specific 
class interests – as well, of course, on what they saw as the political and 
economic wellbeing of Africans in general. 
 
The majority of this new ANC cadre not only brought with them their 
particular class politics but also a heavy dose of Christian (Calvinist) 
education and corresponding social mores. This led to a perspective that 
incorporated a politics of non-violence and of incorporation in which the 
main priority became one of persuading the "civilised" British that the 
educated, propertied and "civilised" Africans could be incorporated into 
the mainstream of South African society. In other words, as applied to 
their own economic interests, the leadership of the early ANC simply 
wanted a specific section of the black population to become an integral 
part of the capitalist system.  
 
From this point on, BEE was framed by this approach and understanding 
but (to varying extents) was mediated by the macro-nationalist politics of 



the ANC which provided a sense of collective (predominately racial) and 
de-classed "ownership" over the emerging struggle against the racialised 
organisation of South African society. This was best exemplified in an early 
call by ANC founder P.I. Seme that, “we are one people”. Thus, from a 
very early stage, the concept of political freedom for all black South 
Africans was aligned to a nationalist politics that accepted the capitalist 
class system and thus the specific (and dominant) need for economic 
empowerment of the class of blacks that could join (and potentially 
eventually replace) white capitalists as the precursor to wider-scale 
"economic empowerment" of the black masses. 
 
Working class sidelined  
However, after the rank failure of the early ANC to organise and mobilise 
the black majority behind its program of incorporation, the next phase in 
the development of "black empowerment" came in the late 1930s and early 
1940s when the ANC and the Communist Party of South Africa (CPSA) 
joined forces under the "people’s front" strategy. While in theory, the 
"people's front" strategy stressed the need to bring together all social 
forces that might play a positive role in furthering the demands of national 
liberation, in practice it meant two crucial things: sidelining the black 
working class as a major force for radical change in favour of "progressive" 
white labour, "liberal" British/international capital and a decidedly narrow 
black African nationalism; and, identifying the struggle against capitalism 
(i.e., socialism – working-class politics and mass economic empowerment) 
as a mostly foreign (white) ideology that was not appropriate to "African 
conditions" and thus a general obstacle to the national liberation of the 
black majority. 
 
The affirmation of this approach is best represented by the remarks of Dr. 
A.B. Xuma (ANC secretary general) in 1945 when he said, "it is of less 
importance to us whether capitalism is smashed or not. It is of greater 
importance to us that while capitalism exists, we must fight and struggle 
to get our full share and benefit from the system.” 
 
This conceptual understanding and practical approach to black 
"empowerment" was then consolidated as the dominant expression of the 
liberation struggle from the 1960s onwards (codified in the ANC’s 1969 
Strategy & Tactics document). Here, the "new" basis for the pursuit of 
"black empowerment" was set against the theory of "colonialism of a 
special type".  
 
The core of the argument was that apartheid emanated from the era of 
monopoly capitalism and that South Africa reflected “a combination of the 
worst features of imperialism and colonialism within a single national 
frontier” in which black South Africa was a colony of white South Africa. As 
the African population was seen as having “no acute or antagonistic class 
divisions at present” (i.e. a seamless identification of all blacks as being 
part of a common and oppressed "class" of people) it was only logical that 
the immediate task was to fight for the national liberation of the 
"colonised". As such, this task would be carried out through a "national 
democratic revolution" with the multiclass liberation movement (the ANC) 
acting as the main vehicle, but with the working class constituting the 
leading revolutionary force within it. Since not all classes had an objective 
interest in a fundamental (anti-capitalist) economic transformation of a 
post-apartheid South Africa the working class' leading role would – 
theoretically – ensure that the struggle could be extended towards a 
second stage of socialism.  
 
The "result" was that by the time serious mass struggles against the 
apartheid system took centre stage (in the 1980s), the entire concept of 



BEE was wrapped up in a hopelessly contradictory "liberation" paradigm. 
National liberation itself was analytically and practically circumscribed – 
i.e., the political side of the national liberation struggle had become 
detached from the economic side (the struggle for social and material 
liberation). In other words, BEE would, of necessity, have to be practically 
implemented as part of a deracialised capitalism (after political freedom) 
in which the logical aim would be the empowerment of an emergent and 
black capitalist class (bourgeoisie) as a means of overcoming general racial 
oppression. In turn, this empowerment would then trickle down to the 
black majority of workers and poor, who would, ostensibly somewhere in 
the distant future, rise up and overturn the capitalist system (and the 
newly empowered black capitalists within it). 
 
By the time 1994 rolled round, the mould of any future BEE was set. The 
primacy of developing a black bourgeoisie as the accumulative vehicle for 
an extended BEE and the maintenance/enhancement of capitalist relations 
of production as the macro-developmental framework within which that 
took place (alongside political "freedom") – was presented as the logical 
and indeed desired outcome of the liberation struggle itself. Under the 
"cover" of the national, multiclass (but in reality predominately black 
working-class) struggle against apartheid, there soon emerged the 
widespread notion that there was a common – national and class – interest 
in pursuing such a "model" and outcome.  
 
From liberation movement to party 
The ascension to and capturing of political power always has a way of 
(eventually) exposing the practical underbelly of the victor’s ideological 
dressage. And so it was with the ANC’s transformation from liberation 
movement to political party in the early-mid 1990s.  
 
Flush with their "overwhelming mandate from the people" in the 1994 
election, the ANC leadership quickly abandoned any possibility of a 
radically redistributive socioeconomic developmental path that would (as 
had been proffered so many times in the past) begin a process of 
economically empowering the vast majority of South Africans, who were 
both black and poor. The quick step from growth through redistribution (as 
encapsulated in the Reconstruction and Development Program (RDP) to 
redistribution through growth (GEAR, the neoliberal Growth, Employment 
and Redistribution macroeconomic policy) was brutally decisive and wholly 
consistent with the historic development of BEE as understood by an ANC 
leadership, now with institutionalised political power.  
 
The open embrace, both institutionally and ideologically, of a capitalist 
political economy – grounded in apartheid socioeconomic relations – 
practically meant that there were only two possible ways of going about 
building and expanding the black ("patriotic") bourgeoisie that would 
constitute the foundation (indeed, the essence) of both a post-apartheid 
BEE and developmental path: 
 
By encouraging and/or pressurising white corporate capital to facilitate 
such BEE through selling (non-core) businesses to existing and emerging 
black "investors", who in turn, would be assisted by (white-controlled) 
financial institutions through "special purpose vehicles"; 
By utilising the institutional and capital resources of the state to facilitate 
such BEE, mainly through the privatisation/corporatisation of state assets, 
awarding of government tenders, the provision of seed capital and the 
threat of effective expropriation (not nationalisation) through the 
unilateral imposition of quotas of black ownership in key sectors of the 
economy. This would then be combined with a separate "wing" of "broad-
based" BEE that would target the empowerment of the black majority 



through increased capital expenditure, enhanced support for small, micro 
and medium enterprises (SMMEs) and facilitation of skills training and 
institutional capacitation. 
For the first several years of ANC rule, the first "way" was dominant. A rash 
of "empowerment" deals between emergent/wannabe black capitalists 
(most often all with close political connections to the ruling ANC) and 
white corporate/finance capital took place. Best known amongst these was 
NAIL (Metlife, African Merchant Bank, Theta) and the NEC (Anglo’s 
Johnnic). 
 
Black millionaires  
Literally overnight, South Africa had "created" new black millionaires who 
publicly paraded their new found riches and loudly claimed that this was 
the start of a new dawn in which all black South Africans could share (for 
example, Cyril Ramaphosa and his "people’s" Ikageng Shares). ANC 
politicians lauded South Africa’s equivalent of the "American dream" and 
loudly endorsed the morality of blacks getting "filthy rich". However, when 
the Johannesburg Stock Exchange imploded in 1997-98, the dominant 
strawman edifice of this BEE strategy came crashing down as well. What 
made the exposure so politically damaging were two powerful (yet 
radically distinct) charges against the ANC government that had been its 
chief champion. 
 
From the side of the wounded black bourgeoisie came the charge that 
their government had not nurtured and protected them (raising parallels 
with the ways in which the apartheid state had done for white/Afrikaner 
capital) from hostile economic conditions both domestically and 
internationally. This was coupled with the charge that the ANC state’s 
neoliberal macroeconomic policy framework was inherently antagonistic to 
the sustenance of an emergent black capitalist class since its core policies 
were effectively facilitating the interests of domestic (white) and 
international corporate capital rather than "its own".  
 
From the side of the majority of black workers and poor -- as well as from 
sections of the ANC’s alliance partners, the Congress of South African 
Trade Unions (COSATU) and the South African Communist Party (SACP) -- 
came the charge that the ANC government’s neoliberal policies, with BEE 
at the centre, were responsible for massive job losses, increasing 
impoverishment and inequality, a lack of basic services and most damaging 
of all, a betrayal of the redistributive principles and vision of 
socioeconomic equality of the liberation struggle. Here, it was the creation 
and privileging of a small and politically connected black elite at the 
expense of the vast majority of poor black people that represented ample 
confirmation.  
 
Both private capital and the ANC scrambled to "repair the damage", or at 
least be seen to be doing so. The second "way" approach took over. By the 
early 2000s, a range of new empowerment deals, equity programs, social 
awareness plans and longer-term "empowerment" scenario planning had 
been put in place/publicly unveiled by white corporate capital which was 
clearly trying to preempt what they feared might well be a class and racial 
backlash. For its part, the ANC state embarked on a strategic approach 
that sought to "mainstream" BEE as part of an expanding "developmental" 
state dedicated to the social and economic upliftment of the black 
majority. 
 
While it was stated, once again, that this would be achieved through 
creating a "national consensus" that recognised, but cut across racial and 
class lines, the reality was that such a strategy was nothing more than the 
logical extension of the historic corporatist logic of the ANC leadership; in 



other words, cutting up the capitalist pie more evenly without 
"revolutionary" disruptions to South Africa’s political economy. As usual 
though, there was no acknowledgment that the real issue is who is cutting 
up the pie and which "pieces" are being eaten by whom.  
 
Then-president Mbeki’s two-nation thesis provided the necessary 
analytical/explanatory rationale (utilising the implicit threat of social 
disorder) and the "turn" to a stated commitment to adopt a kinder/more 
human faced capitalism (social democracy) in the face of continued 
poverty and global inequality provided the necessary political rationale. 
Soon there emerged a range of new initiatives (such as the BEE 
Commission) and legislation that would "guide" BEE through a more 
systematic program of targeted "empowerment" deals and integration into 
the state’s capital expenditure outlays to ostensibly benefit the poor. 
Despite these manoeuvrings and more recent politically motivated forms of 
BEE initiatives, most black South Africans remain deeply sceptical and 
generally hostile to the way in which BEE has been, and continues to be, 
pursued.  
 
As a result, the ANC implicitly understands that it will not suffice simply to 
rearrange the BEE deckchairs but that it is, more than ever, necessary to 
make a reconnection with the real basis of the ANC’s continued legitimacy 
(i.e., the liberation struggle) in order for BEE not to be rejected by the 
majority of its own professed constituency. So, in order for what, in 
reality, continues to be a specific program of class accumulation and 
privilege to be "seen" and accepted as part and parcel of the historic 
mandate of the ANC (i.e., the economic emancipation of the workers and 
poor) there is the continued need to provide ideological "cover". As in the 
past, the "national democratic revolution" (NDR) is the associated 
talisman.  
 
Besides its more widespread "deployment" as the generic underpinning of 
South Africa’s "transitional" political economy – for example, in the service 
of the SACP and COSATU’s continued alliance with the ANC – what we now 
have is a concerted attempt by the ANC to resurrect the practical 
applicability of NDR theory as the macro framework for pursuing BEE and 
rationalising all its other associated and contradictory "developmental" 
policies and activities. In this respect, its crucial function is to provide 
justification for the existence and expansion of a (‘patriotic’) black 
bourgeoisie – which practically represents the leading "motive force" – 
alongside continued and close cooperation with white capital. 
 
The result is that contemporary BEE in South Africa has become, more than 
ever, the prime practical vehicle for elite accumulation, rent seeking and 
corruption as well as the conceptual cover for extreme inequality.  
http://links.org.au/node/2198 
 
[Dale McKinley is an independent writer, researcher, lecturer and political 
activist based in Johannesburg. This two-part article first appeared at the 
South African Civil Society Information Service. It is posted at Links 
International Journal of Socialist Renewal with the author's permission.] 

 

The key role of women in the Egyptian revolution  

 
 

 
Marie Frederiksen 8 March 2011  
 
“I really believe the revolution has changed us. People are acting 



 differently towards each other.” These are the words of Ms Kamel, 50, one 
of the many women who were out on Tahrir Square, actively participating 
in the revolution. 
 
Cairo, February 4. Photo: 3arabawyArab women have once again shown 
that women play a decisive role in revolutionary events. In Egypt women 
have been participating actively in the revolution, in the same way that 
they played an active role in the strike movement in the few last years, in 
several cases pressurizing the men to join the strikes. 
 
In earlier protests in Egypt, women only accounted for about 10 per cent 
of the protesters, but on Tahrir Sqaure they accounted for about 40 to 50 
per cent in the days leading up to the fall of Mubarak. Women, with and 
without veils, participated in the defence of the square, set up barricades, 
led debates, shouted slogans and, together with the men, risked their 
lives. 
 
Another view on women 
Probably the most important motive force so far has been ordinary 
people's striving for respect and dignity (something that was also clear in 
the Russian revolution and in France in May 1968). The dictatorial regimes, 
the police and the bosses don’t treat people as human beings, but as 
animals. That goes for all workers and poor, but especially for women. 
 
Women’s perception of themselves has been changed through the struggle. 
“We have suffered the taste of teargas, but we are not afraid. The women 
who are afraid to leave the house, even they see us and gain courage,” 
explained English teacher Riham Muntaz, 25, to the newspaper The 
National on February 14. (Women make their power felt in Egypt's 
revolution 14.02.11) 
 
The idea that men and women should be different was removed during the 
revolution. Mozn Hassan, the director of the Nasra Feminist Studies Centre 
in Cairo said, “No one sees you as a woman here; no one sees you as a 
man. We are all united in our desire for democracy and freedom.” She 
explains that it was the freedom women experienced at Tahrir Sqaure that 
made them return again and again bringing along their friends, sisters and 
mothers. 
 
The revolution also changed the relation between the sexes. “(…) In the 
square, you had people from different classes, both men and women, 
mixing, talking and debating. They [men] were seeing that women are 
strong, that they can look after themselves. They were seeing women work 
hard for the revolution, leading protests, and their response [not groping] 
is their way of saying, 'I respect you',” explained Ms. Hassan. Sexual 
harassment has been a large problem in Egypt. More than four out of five 
women have been sexually assaulted at some time, and the police has used 
this also to intimidate women, but it has been completely absent in the 
struggle against the Mubarak regime. 
 
Women’s liberation through class struggle 
Arab women are now showing the way forward. The right-wing bourgeois 
parties have used the oppression of women in many societies where Islam 
is the main religion to campaign against the so-called “Muslim world” and 
legitimize the invasion of Iraq and Afghanistan. Unfortunately in this they 
have had help from intellectuals and so-called left-wingers that have been 
complaining about the “Muslim view on women”. Other left-wingers has 
swung to the opposite side and even made concessions to religious forces 
in the Arab world. The Arab revolution shows that as Marxists we were 
absolutely correct when we insisted that the struggle for women’s rights is 



part of the class struggle and that these two are inseparable. 
 
The Arab masses have shown that the class divide is the only decisive 
division. In the united struggle of the masses neither religion, gender or 
race play any role, and prejudices are overcome in practice. Marx 
explained, “it is not the consciousness of men that determines their 
existence but their social existence that determines their consciousness”. 
When the material conditions are no longer tolerable for the great 
majority and the masses are forced to fight for better conditions, through 
this struggle their consciousness and ideas are changed dramatically. 
 
Freedom to what? 
The Egyptian women who have come out massively onto the streets did not 
do so in the name of some abstract women’s liberation. They took the 
streets in order to create a better life for themselves and their families. 
 
English teacher Ms. Muntaz explains how she struggles to make ends meet. 
“I get paid 400 [Egyptian] pounds a month... I have no health insurance, if 
I need an operation I have to pay for it myself. I have no contract, no job 
security. We want a better life for us and for our children. We deserve a 
better life." 
 
The struggle of the Arab masses has just started. The Arab women have 
shown enormous courage and have shown that the struggle for women’s 
liberation only can be carried out as part of the struggle for a general 
liberation of the whole of the working people. They will realize that 
genuine women’s liberation does not flow from formal freedom and formal 
democracy, but that it requires a real social revolution. 
www.marxist.com 

 

Poor Countries Have Already Given Enough in Doha Round 

 
 

 
 

Ravi Kanth Deverakonda 9 March 2011 
 
GENEVA, Feb 14 (IPS) -- South Africa has expressed sharp concern over  
concerted attempts by leading industrialised countries, particularly the  
U.S. and the European Union (EU), to extract onerous commitments from  
developing countries as a condition to concluding the stalled Doha Round  
trade negotiations. 
 
"We are deeply concerned over attempts to raise the level of ambition by  
leading industrialised countries in industrial goods and services that  
would call for a substantial payment from developing countries," South  
Africa's trade and industry minister Dr Rob Davies told IPS. 
 
At a time when many African countries are struggling to recover from the  
raging global economic crisis that has resulted in mass unemployment, it  
would be "unfair" to expect either South Africa or poorer countries to  
agree to onerous commitments to provide market access in industrial  
goods and services, he said. 
 
Over the last two weeks, members of the World Trade Organisation (WTO)  
stepped up efforts to accelerate the Doha Round trade negotiations,  
which entered its 10th year. The Doha Round was supposed to have been  
concluded by Jan 1, 2005. 
 
But sharp differences between industrialised countries and some  



developing countries, on one side, and a large majority of developing  
and least developed countries, on the other, over the level of  
commitment to reductions in egregious subsidies, high tariffs on farm  
products and tariffs on industrial products; and to market-opening for  
services put paid to an early agreement. 
 
Recently, former WTO director general Peter Sutherland, who was  
responsible for concluding the previous Uruguay Round of trade  
negotiations, issued a report calling on members to conclude the Doha  
Round this year, failing which the credibility of the global trading  
system will be irreparably damaged. 
 
"The emerging countries must provide substantial market access in  
industrial goods and services to conclude the Doha Round," he told IPS. 
 
Trade chiefs of the U.S. and the EU made similar comments at the World  
Economic Forum in Davos a fortnight ago. 
 
The U.S. and the EU made a strong pitch for "real" and "new" market  
access in industrial goods and services in emerging countries --- China,  
India, Brazil, South Africa, and Argentina, among others --- to finalise  
the Doha Round of trade negotiations this year. 
 
During the Davos meeting, trade ministers reiterated their commitment to  
avail themselves of the "window of opportunity" to conclude the Doha  
negotiations this year. 
 
But there remained pointed differences on what ought to be the level of  
ambition and whether it is proper to demand a huge payment from  
developing countries to conclude the negotiations. 
 
Trade ministers of Brazil, India, China, and South Africa issued a  
common declaration in Davos maintaining that the final outcome in Doha  
trade negotiations must hinge on the principle of "reciprocity" that  
would require proportional commitments between developing countries 
and  
developed countries. 
 
More importantly, the four ministers insisted that final commitments in  
the market access areas of agriculture, industrial goods, and services  
must be based on the mandate that was agreed in the Jul 2004 framework  
agreement and the Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration of 2005. 
 
The declaration and the agreement reaffirmed the centrality of  
development and the interests of poor countries in the Doha Round. 
 
The trade ministers said there should be no "reopening" of the texts  
that were tabled in Dec 2008 in industrial goods and services, which  
reflected the final compromises that members ought to make. 
 
The trade majors, however, are in no mood to adhere to the commitments 
as suggested by China, India, Brazil, and South Africa. 
 
The EU, for example, said there is "asymmetry" in what they are going to  
provide in agriculture and what they are going to receive in industrial  
goods and services as part of the Doha commitments. 
 
EU trade commissioner Karel De Gucht told his counterparts in Davos that  
Brussels will need more market access from the emerging countries,  
regardless of what the mandate stipulated. 



 
In similar vein, U.S. trade representative Ron Kirk maintained that the  
emerging countries bear the responsibility to conclude the Doha trade  
negotiations. He said the U.S. faces high unemployment, which requires  
real market access to big emerging developing countries. 
 
Commenting on these conflicting positions, the South African trade  
minister said, "despite a moderately ambitious agriculture package (that  
is on the table), we had already paid much more in industrial goods and  
services. 
 
"We want an agreement because we are committed to addressing the  
systemic issues in the global trading system, such as cotton and  
duty-free/quota-free access," said Davies, emphasising that the  
"credibility" of the global trading system rests on how it treats poor  
countries in Africa and elsewhere. 
 
Despite a clear mandate on cotton, which needs to be addressed  
"ambitiously," "expeditiously," and "specifically" according to July  
2004 framework agreement and the Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration of  
2005, there is no progress because the U.S. wants to address this issue  
only after there is an agreement in all other areas. 
 
The U.S. is also not ready to address duty-free and quota-free market  
access for the poorest countries until all other issues are resolved. 
 
In a series of meetings of the Doha negotiating groups on agriculture  
and industrial goods at the WTO this past week, the differences on the  
level of ambition between industrialised countries and developing  
countries like India, South Africa, and Argentina came into the open. 
 
While the U.S. and the EU insisted on increasing the level of ambition  
by bridging the "gap" between members' positions, the developing  
countries reminded members that the level of ambition will have to  
reflect paragraph 24 of the 2005 Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration which  
called for a proportional outcome between agriculture and industrial 
goods. 
 
"It is difficult to believe that countries which managed to get a range  
of exceptions in agricultural market access want the developing  
countries to offer more on industrial goods and services," Davies said,  
arguing that those who are asking for more should also pay more in areas  
of interest to South Africa and other African countries. 
www.ips.org  

 

Why Wisconsin? 

 
 

 
 

How history set the stage for rebellion 
Zoltan Grossman 8 March 2011 
 
The Spirit of Wisconsin has inspired millions of Americans, as labor protests 
in the state continue to confront union-busting Governor Scott Walker. 
Because public employee unions and public education are under attack 
across the country, an immense wave of solidarity has embraced the 
Wisconsin Rebellion. People around the U.S. want to learn the tactics of 
the uprising to emulate it in their own states, and learn why Wisconsin’s 
grassroots movement grew so large, so rapidly. 



 
I am a geography professor (and faculty union member), who edited an 
atlas of Wisconsin history, and was active over three decades in Wisconsin 
grassroots organizing and media. I moved six years ago to Olympia, 
Washington, and now teach at The Evergreen State College, as a proud 
member of the Cheesehead Diaspora. We understand how Wisconsin’s rich 
social history provides a larger context for the current Rebellion. A 
combination of Midwestern progressive values, alliance building, and 
community culture have historically stimulated and shaped grassroots 
politics in the state. In our 21st-century society of Big Box stores, it is 
difficult to detect histories of resistance, but the Wisconsin Rebellion 
shows deeply embedded they still are in many people. 
 
Progressive History 
Wisconsin’s history has been one of resistance by people who banded 
together to protect what is theirs. Because Native American nations in the 
region resisted forced removal to the West, most managed to remain in 
their homelands. Most immigrants to Wisconsin in the 1850s were Germans 
fleeing repression after the failed 1848 revolution. As the Progressive 
Senator Robert M. LaFollette wrote, Wisconsin had “a rare and exceptional 
people. The spirit of liberty stirring throughout Europe…gave us political 
refugees who were patriots and hardy peasants, seeking free government.” 
 
Like elsewhere in the country, Milwaukee workers struck for an 8-hour day 
in 1886, and lost seven workers in the infamous Bay View Massacre. 
Populist farmers took on the railroad companies during the 1890s 
Depression, sparking the formation of a Progressive Republican movement 
that briefly took power in the 1910s. The Progressive Party split from the 
Republicans and took power during the 1930s Depression (like the Farmer-
Labor Party in Minnesota), and dairy farmers launched “milk strikes” 
against creamery middlemen that were off skimming off their income. 
 
Unemployment benefit and workers’ comp laws, vocational schools, and 
the AFSCME public employee union all started in Wisconsin. After World 
War II, the Left-Populism of the LaFollette family lost its competition with 
the Right-Populism of Joe McCarthy (who resembles today’s Tea Partiers). 
But Wisconsin leaders of all political stripes still had to appeal to the 
“common people” and Milwaukee elected Socialist mayors all through the 
1950s. 
 
The trend continued into the 1960s-70s with the strong antiwar movement 
that resisted the Vietnam “War at Home,” into the 1980s with the anti-
apartheid and family farm movements (which besieged the Capitol), and 
into the 1990s-2000s with rural environmental alliances against mining, 
energy and water corporations. Even many conservative-looking Wisconsin 
citizens have an ingrained anti-corporate consciousness. 
 
Wisconsin people have a pride in their own communities--particularly in 
farm and union households--that is often stronger than their loyalty to 
political parties or bureaucratic nonprofits. Even the professional football 
team is owned by the People, and some of its players are now joining the 
Rebellion. This is the history that Scott Walker is running up against, and 
he is not as skillful as previous Republican governors at playing this game. 
 
Alliance Building 
The geography of Wisconsin also offers opportunities to bring together 
people from different walks of life. The state is a meeting ground of the 
agricultural Midwest, industrial Great Lakes, and resource-based 
Northwoods. Building statewide movements is a challenging exercise in 
intersecting different economies, historical experiences, class and 



ethnic/racial identities, and generations. 
 
The 1990s statewide anti-mining movement transcended these divides, 
bringing together environmentalists with unionists, urban students with 
rural residents, and Native American nations with their former enemies in 
white sportfishing groups. They were all united in their concern for clean 
water, and their powerful alliance defeated Exxon and the world’s largest 
mining companies. The chairman of a county Republican Party once set up 
a table at his county fair, took off the brochures for the pro-mining 
Republican governor, and substituted them with leaflets against Exxon. 
 
It seemed unusual when Wisconsin police officers refused to arrest Capitol 
protesters and instead joined them. In Washington state, everyone 
assumed that the cops would attack protesters, as they often do here. In 
that kind of atmosphere, it is easy to quickly dehumanize your enemy, and 
polarize a conflict. It is rarely understood that people’s brains have 
multiple impulses, often resulting in contradictory beliefs and actions. In 
Wisconsin’s political history, even some Republicans have this split 
consciousness, and are open to a heartfelt anti-corporate appeal that 
assumes our common humanity. 
 
Wisconsin social movements have also had some major weaknesses that 
prevented statewide allians. Madison white activists would often elevate 
the city’s radical history and status as a state capital and central 
university campus, and ignore the rest of the state as a cultural-political 
wasteland. But it is remarkable how quickly this urban-rural divide has 
been overcome in 2011, in a Rebellion that encompasses diverse regions 
and ethnic/racial identities. State employees and supporters have come to 
the Capitol from Milwaukee, the industrial Fox Valley, rural farm towns, 
and the small cities such as Eau Claire, LaCrosse, and Janesville. They 
have also held their own large rallies in these small cities that that have 
become the real battlegrounds for the heart and soul of America. 
 
Midwestern Sense of Community 
Social movement alliances have flourished in Wisconsin because of a sense 
of community that emerges from Midwestern history. Like elsewhere in 
America, Big Box stores have destroyed small businesses, and people have 
become more individualistic and isolated. However, deep social networks 
still exist and can make a difference when they become active. People 
with different opinions can pull together at key times when they use 
respectful communication and join on issues where they agree. These 
relationships are not touchy-feely, but simply make people feel that 
belong in a community, that everyone has something to contribute, and 
that we can look to ourselves rather than to a political elite for the 
answers. 
 
Wisconsin historian Jack Holzhueter observes that many Madisonians are 
only one generation removed from the dairy farm, where everyone had to 
work together, and no one wanted to stick out. The same is true of labor 
households that value the idea of solidarity, even if their union 
bureaucracies no longer uphold class consciousness. Notice that the 
Wisconsin Uprising is not identified with any particular leader (or even 
group of leaders), because everyone is pitching in with the chores. 
 
Living now on the West Coast, I have been struck by the culture of 
individualism here. Parks have benches for couples, but not many picnic 
tables for larger gatherings. Meetings sometimes start without round-robin 
introductions, rather than getting to know each other’s names and stories. 
In moving West, many European Americans also moved from an extended 
family to a nuclear family, from richly ethnic communities to a 



homogeneous white racial identity, and from church socializing to secular 
isolation. Because the collective social fabric has been disrupted, it is 
more difficult to get people to agree and work together--but it is not 
impossible. 
 
Rebuilding Community 
Rebuilding a sense of community is vital not only to spark future Wisconsin 
Rebellions, but to enable greater individual creativity. Most of the signs in 
the protests (and solidarity rallies around the country) have been 
handmade and humorous, not prefab and dour. The rallies evoke the 
feeling of grassroots movements rather than political campaigns, because 
Wisconsinites would rather have a real party than join a political party. 
This Rebellion is not just about Democratic politicians finally finding their 
spines; it is about working people who are finding their own voice and 
their own collective strength. 
 
Organizers around the country are learning and drawing on their own 
states’ progressive histories and community traditions. Each generation has 
something to offer, and can learn from each other, and each generation 
also has the potential to develop new tactics and do the unexpected. 
Effective alliance-builders are trying to weave together different issues 
without weakening the identities of distinct social groups. They are getting 
out of the progressive ghettos, and trying to bring together different 
regions within their state that represent different economic and 
ethnic/racial histories. 
 
But the Spirit of Wisconsin is not just about political tactics and strategies. 
It is about building a greater sense of community through warmth and 
hospitality. It is about gathering to share food and exchange ideas, rather 
than simply having meetings. It is about overcoming apathy and fear 
through strengthening our social bonds. Americans are trying to find this 
real human solidarity in our own towns and neighborhoods, rather than 
simply waiting for the next rally or election. Wisconsin shows us what is 
possible in America, but change always begins at home. 
www.zcommunications.org  
 
Zoltan Grossman edited and produced maps for Wisconsin’s Past and 
Present: A Historical Atlas, by the Wisconsin Cartographers Guild 
(University of Wisconsin Press, 2002). He is a member of the faculty in 
Geography and Native Studies at The Evergreen State College in Olympia, 
Wash., and can be reached at grossmaz@evergreen.edu or through his 
website at http://academic.evergreen.edu/g/grossmaz  

 

Greece’s People Start To Reclaim Their Economy 

 
 

 
 

Nick Dearden 7 March 2011 
 
(March 3rd, 2011) -- This morning Greek trade unions, academics and 
politicians issued a call to set up a Public Commission to examine their 
debts. It’s the first ever call for a Debt Audit in Europe. Supported by over 
200 prominent Greek and international figures, it is a concrete proposal 
for how Greek people might begin to retake control of their economy.  
 
Greece has suffered the worst of the financial crisis, forced to take new 
loans of up-to €110 billion from the EU and International Monetary Fund 
(IMF) last May, the country is facing the most brutal austerity cuts in its 
history, while the economy is still contracting. Many economists remain 



convinced that Greece’s debts are not sustainable and the country will 
have to default on those debts in coming months or years.  
 
Meanwhile, €36 billion (11% of GDP) of spending cuts are underway, with 
rumours of a firesale of Greek assets – from islands to ruins - not to 
mention numerous structural reforms which will weaken the power of 
unions. Both cuts and reforms will see inequality soar in Greece in the next 
10 years.  
 
This treatment is justified, in the eyes of Western Europe, on the basis 
that Greece is said to be a country of high benefits and little work. But 
actually Greece’s problems are structural – and mirror the problems of 
finance more generally.  
 
Greece, like other peripheral European countries such as Ireland and 
Portugal, is unable to compete with its richer neighbours. Its integration 
into the Euro means it has no control over interest rates or exchange rates. 
To keep going – just like people across the US and Western Europe who are 
trying to get by in societies experiencing sharply rising inequality – the 
economy borrows. In borrowing, it makes Western European banks and 
investors a lot of money. French, German and British banks have lent the 
Greek public and private sectors €80 billion; one-third of Greece’s national 
income.  
 
When the good times dry up and the banks find that they’ve lent a lot of 
money that can’t be repaid, the EU and IMF step in with new loans to 
ensure the banks do get repaid via a ‘bail-out’ package to the distressed 
country. Heaven forbid the banks or other lenders should take the pain. 
Sharp austerity packages mean the poorest shoulder the burden of their 
economy’s ‘adjustment’.  
 
Indeed that’s exactly what Bank of England Governor Mervyn King said 
about the UK economy earlier this week: “The price of this financial crisis 
is being borne by people who absolutely did not cause it. Now is the period 
when the cost is being paid, I'm surprised that the degree of public anger 
has not been greater than it has." In Greece, the case is even stronger – 
and people are even more angry.  
 
That’s why a broad range of civil society actors has now called for this 
debt to be looked into – so ordinary people have an opportunity to properly 
understand where the debt came from. The call, signed by Noam Chomsky, 
Tony Benn, Ken Loach and many economists, politicians and academics 
says “the Greek people have been kept in the dark regarding the 
composition and terms of public debt. The lack of information represents a 
fundamental failure of the democratic process. The people who are called 
upon to bear the costs of EU programmes have a democratic right to 
receive full information on public debt.”  
 
Such an audit would throw up some interesting questions regarding the 
legality (banks may have been lending in contravention of public debt 
rules), legitimacy (debts may have been hidden off-balance-sheet) and 
morality (those least responsible are now paying the highest price for that 
lending) of European debts.  
 
The idea of a Debt Audit is inspired by movements in highly indebted 
developing countries. In 2007, President Correa of Ecuador established a 
Debt Audit Commission claiming his most important debt was to the people 
of Ecuador. In 2008, the Commission reported that Ecuador’s debts had 
caused “incalculable damage” to the people and environment of that 
country.  



 
The Audit encouraged Correa to default on some of Ecuador’s bonds which 
the Audit found had been contracted illegally – and ultimately resulted in a 
write-down that saved the country billions of dollars in repayments.  
 
Two former Ecuadorian ministers have signed the call to support an audit 
in Greece, alongside Members of the European Parliament, international 
economists and academics and civil society representatives. Correa himself 
is now said to be poised to examine more of Ecuador’s debts. Audits are 
also on the cards in Nepal, Paraguay and Bolivia, with citizens planning 
their own audits in many more countries.  
 
Even more importantly, a Debt Audit will encourage a push for wider 
democracy in Greece. As Greece’s debt continues to mushroom, people 
need to have control over the policies carried out in their name. The 
austerity measures now being pushed on Greece will mean more inequality 
across Europe – creating an even more crisis-prone economy. What 
happens in Greece today will surely impact on decisions made to debt-
laden economies in Eastern Europe and across the developing world 
tomorrow.  
 
The Greek people are in the front line, standing up against the power of a 
reckless and greedy financial sector – but the consequences of this fight 
will be felt across the world.  
www.zcommunications.org 

 

China: Young women fight for a better life  

 
 

 
 

Young women play key role in strikes in China’s export industry 
Chinaworker 7 March 2011 
 
Young women in China make up the majority of the manufacturing and 
assembly-for-export workforce, around 80% in many factories. Not 
surprisingly they played a key role in the 40-plus strikes that swept China’s 
export industry last year, demanding higher pay and ’grassroots’ unions as 
a counterweight to the company unions that are the only legal labour 
organisations in China.  
 
Young women, even more than men, leave rural China and join the 
migrant workforce because the poverty and drudgery of rural life falls 
especially hard on them. They are often pulled out of school to work on 
their parents’ farm or encouraged to seek work as migrants from as young 
as 14 years of age. The school drop-out rate is 40 percent in some rural 
areas, compared to a national rate of 5 percent, and girls commonly make 
up two-thirds of drop-outs.  
 
This is reflected in China’s illiteracy rate with 70 percent of the 85 million 
illiterate people being women. Despite school fees being prohibited at 
elementary level in 2005, school fees are still a fact of life in many rural 
areas because local governments are bankrupt or have channeled all their 
resources into infrastructure projects that boost GDP figures and provide 
officials with fat bribes. Many rural households cannot afford the cost of 
schooling and regard a daughter’s education as less valuable than a son’s 
due to economic pressures, absence of pension provision and elderly care 
services.  
 
Women are expected to marry and in later life take care of their husband’s 



parents rather than their own. This also explains why so many gender 
selective abortions are made, despite this being illegal, with the resultant 
skewed gender balance: for every 100 girls born in China, 119 boys are 
born. This growing imbalance means that forced prostitution and human 
trafficking has become "rampant" in some parts of the country, according 
to a recent report.  
 
China also has the highest female suicide rate in the world - 25% higher 
than for men. Again, rural women are the main victims: "Half of the 
suicides are of women in rural areas, who commonly drink pesticide to end 
their lives," reports China Daily. Poverty, financial pressure, and unhappy, 
forced or violent marriages are the main reasons.  
www.socialistworld.ne 

 

Venezuela and Libya  

 
 

 
 

 
It is not an April 11 coup, it is a February 27 Caracazo  
Jorge Martín 4 March 2011  
 
There has been a lot of discussion in Latin America about the events 
unfolding in Libya. This article explains the position of the IMT, which is 
one of support for the uprising of the Libyan people, while at the same 
time condemns any imperialist intervention. We also critically examine the 
position adopted by Hugo Chavez and Fidel Castro. 
 
Zawiyah. Photo: bandolero69The governments of Venezuela and Cuba have 
correctly stood up in international institutions to oppose any imperialist 
intervention in Libya. They have criticised the hypocrisy of those countries 
who raise a hue and cry over human rights violations in Libya while at the 
same time having participated in murderous imperialist wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan and supported the brutal repression of the Palestinian people 
by the state of Israel. 
 
The Venezuelan ambassador to the UN, Jorge Valero, explained it this way:
 
“Who pays for the more than one million dead in Iraq? Who pays for the 
permanent massacre against the Palestinian people? Why is it that those 
responsible for these crimes of war, genocide and against humanity – who 
are known to all and publicly recognise their deed – are not taken to the 
International Court of Justice? What does the Security Council do faced 
with these horrible massacres that take place?” 
 
Quite correctly, the Venezuelan representatives denounced the real aims 
of the intervention of imperialism in the region: 
 
“Those who promote the use of military force against Libya, do not seek 
to defend human rights, but to establish a protectorate in order to violate 
them, as is always the case, in a country which is one of the most 
important sources of oil and energy in the Middle East”. 
 
The people of Iraq are a testimony to this fact. Washington made up an 
excuse (so-called “weapons of mass destruction”) in order to attack Iraq so 
that they could reassert their power and regain direct control over crucial 
oil resources. The aim of the invasion was not to “establish democracy” 
and certainly there is very little democracy in Iraq now under the Maliki 
government. Thousands of Iraqis marched last month demanding 
electricity, water, jobs and bread and they were met with the brutal 



repression of government forces, leading to deaths, injuries, arrests and 
kidnappings. And yet no one is suggesting taking the government of Iraq to 
the International courts! 
 
The United Nations is in fact a farce. It is a body that merely reflects the 
domination of US imperialism. When the US are able to get resolutions 
passed in order to justify their actions, they use the UN as a fig leaf. 
When, for whatever reason, they are not able to get their aims endorsed 
by the UN, they ignore the UN and carry them out regardless. And, finally, 
when resolutions are passed against their imperialist aims (for instance 
against the blockade on Cuba or condemning Israel’s oppression of the 
Palestinian people), they simply ignore them, and they are never enforced. 
In the recent case of the resolution on Israeli settlements on Palestinian 
Territory, the US sued its veto to block resolution. So much for justice and 
human rights. 
 
In the last few days there has been a lot of noise and some concrete 
actions on the part of imperialist nations regarding Libya. The US has now 
moved two amphibious warships, the USS Ponce and the USS Kearsarge, 
carrying helicopters and fighter jets, into the Mediterranean. Under the 
cover of so-called “humanitarian intervention”, imperialist powers 
(including the US, UK, France and Italy) amongst others, are discussing 
what action they can take to secure their own interests. European 
countries are mainly worried about the possible arrival of a mass of 
refugees on their shores. Another worry is control over oil resources and 
above all the impact of the revolutionary tide sweeping the Arab world on 
oil prices and the knock on effect this could have on the capitalist 
economy as a whole. 
 
The most discussed option is a “no-fly zone”, which has been advocated 
amongst others by both Republican senator John McCain and Democratic 
senator John Kerry. For his own reasons, British Prime Minister David 
Cameron, has also made belligerent noises, attempting to puff up a role in 
world politics for Britain that it can no longer really play. 
 
However, the truth is that even a limited intervention in the form of a no 
fly-zone would be risky and complicated to implement. US Defense 
Secretary Robert Gates complained that “there’s a lot of, frankly, loose 
talk about some of these military options.” He warned of the implications 
of such an action: “Let’s just call a spade a spade: a no-fly zone begins 
with an attack on Libya, to destroy the air defences. That’s the way you 
do a no-fly zone... It also requires more airplanes than you would find on a 
single aircraft carrier. So it is a big operation in a big country.” 
 
The US military is already overstretched in Iraq and Afghanistan, as he 
stressed: “If we move additional assets, what are the consequences of that 
for Afghanistan, for the Persian Gulf?” he said. “And what other allies are 
prepared to work with us in some of these things?” 
 
However, the main worry imperialist planners have regarding intervention 
in Libya is the backlash this would generate throughout the region. The 
masses are sick and tired of imperialism and the revolutionary wave which 
is sweeping the Arab world is directly aimed at US-sponsored regimes. 
Gates showed that the US ruling class is aware of this when he said: “We 
also have to think about, frankly, the use of the US military in another 
country in the Middle East.” 
 
These considerations, of course, do not rule out imperialist intervention in 
Libya or anywhere else, if their vital interests come under threat. 
However, they do underline the fact that the US has been caught unawares 



by the present revolutionary wave and has been unable to intervene 
decisively to steer the course of events in their favour. 
 
In the face of imperialism’s manoeuvres, and also the inconsistent manner 
in which they deal with the matter of “human rights” and “crimes against 
humanity”, Venezuela and Cuba are correct in exposing the hypocrisy of 
imperialism and agitating against any foreign powers intervening in Libya. 
 
However, the case that is being made by both countries, and most 
prominently by Hugo Chavez and Fidel Castro, is undermined by the fact 
that they are perceived as being supportive of Gaddafi, instead of 
supporting the masses of the Libyan people who have risen up against his 
regime. 
 
It is true that Venezuelan ambassador to the UN said in his speech that 
Venezuela “greets the Arab peoples who are in a process of peaceful and 
justice seeking rebellion, and looking for a better future through peaceful 
roads”. But at the same time Fidel Castro has argued that the problems 
faced by Libya are different to those faced by Tunisia and Egypt. He has 
added that while “there is no doubt that the faces of those protesting in 
Benghazi expressed real indignation”, there has been a “colossal campaign 
of lies, unleashed by the mass media, which led to great confusion on the 
part of the world’s public opinion”. 
 
Venezuelan president Hugo Chavez has also said that he “refuses to 
condemn Gaddafi” who has been “a long-time friend of Venezuela” 
because apparently there is not enough information on the situation. He 
has used the example of April 11, 2002, when the world’s media accused 
Chavez of having ordered the army to fire on unarmed demonstrators in 
order to justify the coup against him. As we all know, it was later on 
proven that it had all been a set up, with hired snipers firing on opposition 
and revolutionary demonstrators alike. 
 
However, in the case of Libya, the situation is completely different. In 
Venezuela what we had was a reactionary movement against a 
democratically elected government attempting to implement progressive 
reforms and standing up against imperialism. In Libya we have a popular 
uprising against an oppressive regime which had made all sorts of deals 
with imperialism. 
 
To a certain extent, it can be understood why there is confusion in 
Venezuela about the real nature of what is really happening in Libya. The 
Venezuelan people no longer trust the capitalist media, completely 
discredited by the role they played in the coup in 2002. Furthermore, the 
Venezuelan counter-revolutionary opposition is attempting to jump on the 
bandwagon of the Arab revolution, saying that “the next dictator to fall 
will be Hugo Chavez”. 
 
It is a matter of public record that the Venezuelan counter-revolutionary 
opposition receives funding, training and support of all kinds from 
Washington. On a number of occasions they have organized their forces on 
the streets to make it look as if Chavez were a tyrant facing popular 
opposition (in the run up to the April 11, 2002, coup, during the oil lock 
out in December 2002, during the guarimba in 2004, the student protests 
in defence of RCTV, etc). They will not hesitate in doing it again. 
However, what we are seeing in the Arab world is precisely the opposite: a 
series of revolutionary uprisings against US backed dictatorial regimes. 
 
It is true that the Libyan regime of Gaddafi came to power at the head of a 
movement with large popular support against the rotten monarchy of Kind 



Idris in 1969. In the 1970s, influenced by the previous wave of the Arab 
revolution, and under the impact of the 1974 worldwide recession, the 
regime moved further to the left, expelling imperialism and making deep 
inroads against capitalist property. Basing itself on the oil wealth of the 
country and the small size of its population, it was able to implement 
many progressive reforms and substantially increase the standard of the 
living of the overwhelming majority of Libyans. 
 
However, after the fall of the Soviet Union, the regime started making 
openings to imperialism. Already in 1993 laws guaranteeing foreign 
investment were passed. And it was after the fall of Saddam Hussein in 
2003 that Gaddafi decided to settle affairs with imperialism signing a 
number of deals for decommissioning its weapons of mass destruction, 
paying reparations to the victims of terrorist bombings, etc. The regime 
became a loyal partner of imperialism in the so-called “war on terror” and 
collaborated with the European Union in order to strengthen “fortress 
Europe” against the entry of sub-Saharan illegal immigrants. 
 
This was accompanied by requesting entry into the WTO, creating Special 
Trade Zones, privatizing large parts of the economy, allowing back oil 
multinationals into the oil industry and eliminating subsidies on basic 
foodstuffs. The aim was to privatise 100% of the economy, according to 
Libyan officials. It was precisely the implementation of these policies that 
led to increased unemployment (between 20 and 30%), poverty and 
inequality, that played a key role in the current uprising. 
 
In his latest article about the situation, Fidel Castro stresses the fact that, 
“it is an undeniable fact that the relations between the US and its NATO 
allies with Libya in the recent years were excellent,” adding that Libya 
“opened up strategic sectors as the production and distribution of oil to 
foreign investment” and that, “many state-owned companies were 
privatized. The IMF played its role in implementing these policies.” And as 
a result “Aznar was full of praise for Gaddafi, and he was followed by 
Blair, Berlusconi, Sarkozy, Zapatero, and even my friend the King of Spain, 
they all queued up under the mocking smile of the Libyan leader. They 
were pleased.” (Cuba Debate) 
 
In his recent interviews with the BBC and ABC news Gaddafi himself 
explained how he felt “betrayed” by the Western powers. After having 
supported them and followed their policies for a number of years now they 
are abandoning him. Even the rhetoric he uses demonstrates that. When 
accusing the rebels of being manipulated by Al Qaeda, he is using the same 
scare-mongering tactics that Ben Ali and above all Mubarak used earlier 
on, and in reality is asking the West for support against the common 
enemy. The real character of Gaddafi’s regime can be deduced from his 
position regarding the revolutionary uprising in Tunisia, where he came out 
firmly on the side of Western ally Ben Ali and criticized the Tunisian 
workers and youth for having overthrown him! 
 
As for the truth of what is really happening in Libya, one does not need to 
listen to the Western media. Saif al Islam, Gaddafi’s son and right hand 
man, himself admitted to the use of the army against unarmed 
demonstrators in his speech on February 20: 
 
“Of course there were many deaths, which angered many people in 
Benghazi, but why were there people killed? The army was under stress, it 
is not used to crowd control so they shot, but I called them. The army said 
that some protesters were drunk, others were on hallucinogens or drugs. 
The army has to defend its weapons. And the people were angry. So there 
were deaths, but in the end Libyans were killed.” 



 
Gaddafi himself has admitted that “a few hundred were killed”, but put it 
down to Al Qaeda distributing drugs to the youth!! 
 
The story reported by TeleSUR’s correspondent in Libya, Reed Lindsay 
(twitter.com/reedtelesur), confirms the reports coming from other 
sources: there were popular, peaceful and unarmed demonstrations and 
the army opened fire (see for instance this report: Telesur). In a report he 
sent from Brega on March 2 (Telesur), he described how there were 
soldiers that had joined the rebellion but also “citizens of all kinds, I have 
spoken to doctors, engineers, workers from the oil company, here they are 
all in rebellion, part of the uprising and armed” adding that “this rebellion 
started peacefully, two weeks ago, but now the people are armed to 
struggle until they achieve the overthrow of Gaddafi.” He also rejected 
the notion that there is a civil war in Libya: “We are not talking about a 
civil war here… this started as peaceful demonstrators being attacked by 
security forces using heavy gunfire.”(Union Radio) 
 
As part of his reporting, Reed Lindsay, has also confirmed all the reports 
that show how the Libyan people who have risen up against Gaddafi are 
staunchly against foreign intervention. “They say that if the US troops 
arrive here, they will fight them in the same way they are fighting against 
the government of Gaddafi.” 
 
The other important point that Lindsay has made in his reports is regarding 
the attitude of the people, both in Benghazi and Brega, towards Latin 
American governments, and particularly those of the ALBA countries. In 
Brega many people are asking “why the Venezuelan president and other 
Latin American presidents who are in favour of social justice and 
revolutionary change are supporting a dictator who is using the Army 
against his own people” he said (Union Radio). “They are asking the ALBA 
countries to break with Gaddafi and support the revolutionary struggle of 
the Libyan people” he reported from Benghazi. According to him, the 
people in Ajdabiya talk of a “common struggle with the peoples of Latin 
America” (Twitter. We are quoting from Reed Lindsay, because he cannot 
be accused of being an agent of imperialism or of distorting the news in 
order to justify an intervention by imperialism. 
 
Even the other TeleSUR correspondent, Jordan Rodríguez, who is basically 
just reporting what Gaddafi and other officials are saying, without any 
comment, had problems when he attempted to report about clashes in 
neighbourhoods in Tripoli. His team was detained by police officers for 
four hours, beaten up, threatened with guns pointed at them and their 
footage was taken away (Telesur). This was the second time they had been 
arrested and it happened even though they were travelling in a Venezuelan 
diplomatic car. 
 
Libyan rebels with a captured anti-aircraft gun. Photo: Al Jazeera 
EnglishThere is a very important point made in these reports. The 
Venezuelan revolution and particularly president Chavez are immensely 
popular in the Arab world, particularly after his very vocal opposition to 
Israel’s invasion of Lebanon. The masses in these countries see Hugo 
Chavez as the leader of an oil country who stands up to imperialism and 
uses the oil money in order to improve the living conditions of the people. 
This is in stark contrast to the rulers of their own countries, who are 
puppets of US imperialism, do not open their mouths against Israel’s 
aggressions and use the wealth of the country for their own personal 
enrichment. This is precisely one of the reasons behind the revolutionary 
uprising of the Arab masses. In an opinion poll conducted in 2009 in several 
Arab countries, the most popular leader was Hugo Chavez with 36% of 



support, well ahead of any others (pdf). 
 
The only base of support on which the Venezuelan revolution can count are 
the masses of workers and youth in the Middle East and North Africa, and 
throughout the world, who feel sympathy and solidarity with the Bolivarian 
revolution because they would like a similar revolution to take place in 
their own countries. Hugo Chavez and the Bolivarian revolution should 
come out clearly in favour of the revolutionary wave sweeping the Arab 
world, because it is part of the world revolution of which Latin America 
was for some years the advanced guard. This includes giving support to the 
Libyan people rising up against Gaddafi, while at the same time opposing 
any imperialist intervention. 
 
In his attempts to prevent foreign military intervention in Libya, Hugo 
Chavez has proposed an international mediation commission to go to Libya. 
Latest reports in the media indicate that while Gaddafi is said to have 
accepted this, his son Saif al-Islam has firmly rejected the proposal. "We 
have to say thank you, but we are able and capable enough to solve our 
issues by our own people". Venezuelans, he added, "are our friends, we 
respect them, we like them, but they are far away. They have no idea 
about Libya. Libya is in the Middle East and North Africa. Venezuela is in 
Central America." For Saif’s information, Venezuela is not in Central 
America, but now doubt his mind is concentrated on other matters. 
 
On their part, the Libyan rebels have also rejected the mediation, saying 
they have not heard about it, but that it is too late for negotiations 
anyway, and that too many people have been killed by Gaddafi. If one 
understands the real essence of the situation in Libya, one of a 
government brutally putting down peaceful demonstrations of his own 
people, which then becomes a popular armed uprising with sections of the 
army and the police going over to the people, then one can understand 
why this proposal is wrong. It is as if in the last days of the Cuban 
revolution, when the revolutionary army was about to overthrow Batista, 
someone had said, “wait a second, let’s have international mediation so 
that there can be an understanding between Batista and the M26J 
movement.” 
 
The only position a revolutionary can take in a situation like this is one of 
support for the revolutionary uprising of the Libyan people. If Hugo Chavez 
does not come out clearly in favour of the revolutionary masses of the 
Arab world then he would be making a serious mistake, one for which the 
Venezuelan revolution can pay dearly. Hugo Chavez is looking at the 
Libyan situation through Venezuelan lenses, making the wrong 
comparisons. The Libyan rebels cannot be compared to the Venezuelan 
opposition and the position that regime of Gaddafi finds itself in cannot in 
any way be compared to that facing Chavez. 
 
We must be clear: what we are seeing in Libya and the rest of the Arab 
world is not an April 11, 2002 coup justified with media manipulation, but 
rather a February 27, 1989, a Caracazo-like uprising, in which the 
governments are using the Army against unarmed demonstrators. While 
opposing imperialist intervention, we must be clear what side we are on: 
that of the Libyan people against the Gaddafi regime. 
www.marxist.com 

 

Crisis in Côte d’Ivoire: What impact on women? 

 



 
 
 

Massan d’Almeida First Published in Pambazuka 4 March 2010 
 
Côte d’Ivoire has been in a political impasse since the declaration of 
contested results of a second round of presidential elections held in 
November 2010. Since both candidates claimed victory and have been 
sworn in, the country has two presidents and two governments. In order to 
understand the impact of this situation on women and women’s rights 
organisations, AWID (Association for Women’s Rights in Development) 
spoke with two women’s rights defenders, Mata Coulibaly, president of SOS 
EXCLUSION and Honorine Sadia Vehi Toure, president of Génération 
femmes du troisième millénaire (GFM3), as well as with an Ivorian 
politician who prefers to remain anonymous and to whom we have given 
the pseudonym of Sophie. 
 
On 28 November 2010, Côte d’Ivoire held a second round of presidential 
elections, following a first round which took place in October 2010 after 
several postponements. Fourteen[1] candidates participated in the first 
round, and Alassane Ouattara and Laurent Gbagbo, the two candidates 
who garnered the most votes, made it to the second round of the polls. 
Gbagbo is the incumbent president. After the elections, the Independent 
Electoral Commission declared Ouattara the winner, but these results were 
invalidated by the Ivorian Constitutional Court which declared his rival, 
Gbagbo, the president-elect of Côte d’Ivoire. 
 
This precipitated a crisis in the country. Gbagbo ‘refused to yield to 
international pressure and withdraw from his position’[2] in favour of 
Ouattara, who was recognised by the entire international community. 
 
Mata Coulibaly and Honorine Sadia Vehi Toure, the two women’s rights 
advocates whom we interviewed, explained how the population is 
experiencing this situation: ‘We are going through a crisis and this is very 
difficult. There is tension in the country. Our days are filled with 
uncertainty because at any moment, a strike can be called,’ said 
Coulibaly. Toure added: ‘This is a real crisis and we are under tremendous 
stress. We do not know what tomorrow will bring. The social situation is 
deteriorating day by day. So it is highly stressful and frustrating.’ 
 
The political crisis in Côte d’Ivoire has had major diplomatic, financial, 
economic and social repercussions on the population, including on women 
and the organisations that defend their rights. 
 
Gbagbo’s refusal to step down has prompted several international 
organizations, including the United Nations, the European Union, the 
African Union and the Economic Community of West Africa States 
(ECOWAS) to take punitive measures against him, his family and close 
friends, and the state. 
 
IMPACT OF THE CRISIS ON THE DAILY LIVES OF IVORIANS 
The economic cost of Côte d’Ivoire’s conflict between 2002 and 2007 was 
severe: the gross domestic product (GDP) per person dropped by 15 per 
cent between 2000 and 2006 and poverty consequently increased. Côte 
d’Ivoire’s rank in the Human Development Index (HDI) dropped from 154 in 
1999 to 166 in 2007,[3] and later rose to 149 in 2010.[4] Before the post-
electoral crisis, the economic outlook for Côte d’Ivoire seemed to have 
improved, with a growth of 3.8 per cent in 2009 and optimistic forecasts 
for an increase of revenue from cocoa and petroleum exports. 
 
The current crisis aggravates a rather precarious situation and has 
accentuated the impoverishment of the population. It has had a serious 
impact on the daily lives of Ivorian households, causing prices of essential 



products to rise sharply and encouraging speculation.[5] As Toure 
emphasised: ‘Market prices have soared so much that some essential 
products such as oil, sugar, meat and onions are difficult to obtain. This is 
a real hardship for households. Before the crisis, many female-headed 
households could only afford one meal a day, so one can only imagine how 
much more difficult it is now for those families. Everyone is suffering.’ 
 
Coulibaly added: ‘Life seems to go in slow motion. Prices have soared. For 
example, sometimes there is a shortage of natural gas. A quantity of coal 
that previously cost CFAF100 now costs CFAF200. A kilo of ‘oignon dur’* 
has increased from CFAF450 to CFAF1,000 while onions from Niamey have 
increased from CFAF600 to CFAF1,500, and a kilo of beetroots from 
CFAF1,900 to CFAF3,000. These examples illustrate the impact of this 
crisis on the shopping basket and this price increase has a tangible impact 
on the living conditions of Ivorians. Salaries remain the same although 
prices are surging. This situation forces women to economize more in order 
to feed their families. Regardless of whether it is a woman or man who is 
the head of household, everyone has similar difficulties to overcome.’ 
Sophie confirmed that some food prices have doubled, while those of other 
products, such as oil, have tripled. She said that it is extremely difficult 
for middle-income households to feed themselves because everything has 
become so expensive. 
 
The situation is no different in other cities and towns in the country. 
Coulibaly stated: ‘The current crisis has affected the whole Ivorian 
territory. In Korhogo in the north, Bouaké in the centre of the country, and 
Man and Duokoué in the west, food prices have almost doubled. The 
population is tired and is growing poorer every day. In addition, the 
private sector is threatened with redundancies, which could lead to famine 
for parts of the population. We have just learned that with the closure of 
the Abidjan and San Pedro ports, we will run out of gas in a few days. Côte 
d’Ivoire exports all its products. Another concern is that HIV/AIDS patients 
are no longer provided with anti-retroviral drugs and this has resulted in a 
proliferation of the disease and the aggravation of existing cases.’ 
 
Toure paints a similar picture of the situation, stating: ‘Impoverishment is 
felt by everyone throughout the territory. Before the elections, the 
country had not yet unified and therefore in the central, northern and 
western areas, the living conditions were already poor. The south was not 
spared, but it suffered to a lesser degree. But now I can assure you that 
now no area is better than another. Whether it be towns, villages, urban 
or rural areas, it is the same unbearable situation all over.’ 
 
VIOLENCE, RIGHTS AND SECURITY VIOLATIONS OF HUMAN RIGHTS 
ADVOCATES 
After the first, relatively peaceful round of elections at the end of October 
2010, reports of violence and abuse in different regions of the country 
began to emerge. These incidents indicated a serious deterioration of the 
general human rights situation and are a reminder of the atrocities 
committed during the last decade. African, European and American human 
rights organisations, in particular Human Rights Watch (HRW) and Amnesty 
International, have repeatedly sounded the alarm about the situation. 
 
The United Nations Human Rights Council held a special session on Côte 
d’Ivoire in Geneva on 23 December 2010, during which the US Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton made a speech and the High Commissioner on Human 
Rights Navi Pillay strongly condemned the human rights violations 
committed in Côte d’Ivoire. The Office of the Prosecutor of the 
International Criminal Court (ICC) has also voiced its concerns about the 
situation. 



 
Most of the violence reported to date is carried out during night raids led 
by the security forces and other groups in the neighbourhoods of Abidjan 
that are considered to be predominantly populated by Ouattara’s 
supporters. Human rights organisations have noted a series of kidnappings 
under similar circumstances. The victims of these kidnappings were 
declared missing or were found dead.[6] Coulibaly confirmed this stating: 
‘Acquaintances of ours have been kidnapped.’ According to Sophie, these 
are ‘raids that are violent, ethnic-based and politically motivated, 
targeted against individuals or groups of people whose neighbours have 
informed on them. The perpetrators are mercenaries who are paid to 
commit these murders.’ 
 
According to independent sources, human rights and women’s rights 
activists are living in a state of constant anxiety with respect to their 
safety. An experienced civil society advocate, who requested to remain 
anonymous, told IRIN: ‘I have been in hiding ever since being threatened 
over two weeks ago. Sometimes, it looks as though the situation is about 
to calm down. This is often the impression in the daytime, but one never 
knows what will happen once night falls.’[7] Toure confirmed: ‘We are 
working within a context of fear. We are truly sad about what is happening 
in our country. We cannot carry out our work openly for fear of reprisals. 
In spite of this, we are working, relying on God, and hoping that our 
country will rapidly overcome this situation.’ Coulibaly stated: ‘As a 
representative of the Democracy and Human Rights Fund (FDDH), I do not 
feel safe.’ 
 
IMPACT OF THE CRISIS ON WORK ON WOMEN’S RIGHTS 
The punitive sanctions imposed on Côte d'Ivoire have had a very negative 
impact on non-governmental organisations that depend mainly on 
international funds for their survival. Toure explained that most of their 
financial partners in the United Nations system and the World Bank have 
closed their offices, which has in turn forced the NGOs to suspend most of 
their activities. Furthermore, due to political instability, it is increasingly 
difficult to operate as normal. Coulibaly stated: ‘Nothing is sure. We have 
to tailor our plans according to how events evolve. We are afraid to go to 
work and sometimes we receive information or hear rumours that cause us 
to stay away from work.’ 
 
OTHER RAMIFICATIONS OF THE CRISIS: THE WIDENING OF THE DIVISION 
The riots that broke out in September 2002 in Côte d’Ivoire divided the 
country between the south, run by the Gbagbo government, and the north, 
controlled by rebel forces led by Guillaume Soro, the current prime 
minister in the Ouattara administration. However, in 2008, after signing 
the Ouagadougou Agreement, the country began a reunification process, 
which led to the consensual organisation of the recent presidential 
elections.  
 
However, some people are afraid that the alliance between Soro and 
Ouattara will cause a revival of the divisions, and will introduce a religious 
dimension to the divide. Nonetheless, it should be emphasized that there 
are different opinions on this subject, as highlighted by Toure. ‘No matter 
what is being said, the people in Côte d’Ivoire do not promote division,’ 
she said. ‘It is the politicians who have put us into this situation because of 
their personal interests. In the south, there are Christians and Muslims, 
and there are also people from the north, and we live together in 
harmony, at least those who have understood that division does not suit 
us, which is most of us. The same is true in the north. Therefore, there is 
no real division in Côte d’Ivoire, even if this is what they want you to 
believe. Ivorians have suffered through ten years of crisis. In the end, 



everyone was tired of this. Our will to leave it behind was shown by the 
high voter turnout in the elections: 83 per cent in the first round and over 
70 per cent in the second round.’ However, Coulibaly does not agree: ‘The 
division is inevitable. The politicians accuse the people of the north of 
being rebels. Women are divided in the markets. Some pro-Gbagbo market 
women tell their pro-Ouattara counterparts to ask their leader to build 
them their own market.’ 
 
The current situation in Côte d’Ivoire is worrying. The Ivorian population, 
which underwent almost a decade of crisis, strongly desires that a 
peaceful outcome to this situation be found quickly for the benefit of 
everyone. Human and women’s rights organisations are particularly 
affected because funding opportunities for their work are becoming 
scarce. Furthermore, growing fears for their personal safety reduce their 
capacity to engage, and very few of them dare to openly express their 
analysis of the situation. Coulibaly confided to AWID (Association for 
Women’s Rights in Development) that, as far as she knew, no public action 
has been undertaken by human rights organisations and that only the Civil 
Society Agreement of Côte d’Ivoire (CSCI), which is a leading organisation 
in the country, has made proposals for a solution. Other organisations 
prefer not to issue statements because they do not share the same point of 
view or analysis of the situation. However, Toure stated that there are 
discreet initiatives being carried out by around 20 organisations and 
women’s networks to encourage the two protagonists to protect the lives 
of women and children, and to seek a peaceful outcome to the crisis. 
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Amy Goodman interviews Horace Campbell 3 March 2011 
 
Forces aligned with Libyan leader Col. Muammar Gaddafi have launched 
new assaults to regain control of several towns captured in a popular 
uprising over the past two weeks. Meanwhile, two U.S. warships have 
moved through the Suez Canal into the Mediterranean Sea toward Libya 
under orders by U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates. As talk of potential 
Western military intervention grows, we speak to Horace Campbell, a 
professor of African American studies and political science at Syracuse 
University. [includes rush transcript] 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Fierce battles are raging in Libya. Forces loyal to Libyan 
leader Muammar Gaddafi have launched new assaults in an attempt to 
regain control of several towns that had been captured in a popular 
uprising over the past two weeks. Earlier today, Gaddafi addressed a small 
group of supporters in Tripoli in his third televised appearance. He 
continued to deny the uprising, saying opposition to him is led by terrorists 
and al-Qaeda operatives. 
 
Meanwhile, two U.S. warships have moved through the Suez Canal into the 
Mediterranean after orders by Defense Secretary Robert Gates that they 
should move closer to Libya. 
 
For more, we’re joined by Horace Campbell, professor of African American 
studies and political science at Syracuse University. He has written 
extensively on African politics. He’s joining us now by Democracy Now! 
video stream from his home. 
 
Welcome to Democracy Now!, Professor Campbell. Your assessment of the 
situation in Libya? 
 
HORACE CAMPBELL: Good morning, and thank you very much for inviting 
us to discuss the delicate stage of the revolutionary situation in Libya. It is 
a situation that is maturing with very deliberate and great dangers for the 
revolutionaries. The dangers arise from the number of areas: firstly, the 
massacres that have been carried out by Gaddafi himself and the clique 
around Gaddafi; secondly, the dangers that are coming from the 
drumbeats for Western military intervention; and thirdly, the kind of 
xenophobia and anti-African, anti-black sentiment that is being stirred up 
among sectors of the Libyans who are rising up for freedom. 
 
So, in this context, it is very important, for those who have solidarity with 
the Libyan uprising, with those fighting for freedom in Libya, to support 
the people in Libya and at the same time denounce any attempts by the 
Western forces, especially elements within the administration in the 
United States and Great Britain, for military intervention. We have seen, 
from the testimony yesterday from the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
that the chairperson of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is very uncomfortable with 
military intervention. Gates is uncomfortable with military intervention. 
And the head of the U.S. Central Command said that a no-fly zone is a 
prelude to military activity. And then, on the other hand, we have John 
McCain, Joe Lieberman, Hillary Clinton and those forces calling for a no-fly 
zone and military intervention. 
 
It is up to the peace and justice movement in this country to stand with 
one voice to say that at this point any kind of humanitarian intervention 



must be through the United Nations and to support those who are suffering 
at the borders and those who are suffering inside of Libya. We do not need 
military intervention by Britain, United States or any forces of NATO at this 
present moment. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Professor Campbell, when you hear "forces loyal to 
Muammar Gaddafi," I don’t know if that’s actually an accurate term, 
because of the number of people he is paying to do this, to fight the pro-
democracy groups. But can you talk about the mercenaries and where they 
come from and why they would support Muammar Gaddafi or work for him? 
 
HORACE CAMPBELL: Well, I am going to be very careful of the use of the 
term "mercenaries," because every government that say they have the 
control over state power use the instruments of the state to employ 
persons to fight for that state. So the fact that the United States of 
America employs other nationals to fight their wars in Iraq or Afghanistan, 
those persons are not called "mercenaries." So I want to be very careful in 
the use of this term "mercenaries." 
 
Gaddafi and his children have access to billions of dollars. There are many 
citizens of countries all over the world, from the Middle East and from 
Africa, who have been in Libya, especially those from Africa who were 
aligned with forces like Charles Taylor from Liberia, Foday Sankoh from 
the Sierra Leone, the elements from Chad, where Gaddafi has been 
supporting for many years. Added to this, there are a number of Africans 
who were kept prisoners in Libya, who were caught trying to escape to 
Europe because they believed in freedom of movement of labor, just as in 
the international economy we have the freedom of capital. Now, many of 
these persons have been caught in this battle. And some Africans who are 
being paid by Gaddafi are called "mercenaries." 
 
Now, one has to do intense work among the governments of these states to 
do the diplomatic work to extricate their citizens who are caught in this 
fighting. And one has to also, at the same time, do very clear, deliberate 
work with the people fighting for freedom in Libya, that they do not, in 
their fight for freedom, whip up any kind of xenophobia against Africans, 
as if Libya is not an African country, or what we would say, against black 
Africans who are caught in this crossfire of Gaddafi manipulating citizens 
who are supposed to fight to keep him and his family in power. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Professor Campbell, we’re also joined by Elizabeth Tan, 
deputy regional representative for UNHCR in Cairo, Egypt, the United 
Nations High Commission for Refugees. The refugee crisis is getting more 
intense every day, Elizabeth Tan, both on the Tunisian-Libya border and on 
the Egyptian-Libya border. Can you talk about what is happening now? 
 
ELIZABETH TAN: Yes. The crisis is indeed getting worse by the day in 
Tunisia. There are thousands and thousands of people stranded there at 
the border who are trying to get back to their homes. Many of them are 
from Egypt. There are efforts underway to go and to repatriate them, but 
the border is extremely congested, and UNHCR is very concerned about the 
humanitarian situation there. We are, together with the International 
Organization for Migration, trying to mount an air operation to bring 
people back to Egypt. There are, of course, a lot of other persons stranded 
at the border both here in Egypt and even more in Tunisia, people who are 
desperate to get home, to get away from the situation at the border there, 
thousands and thousands of people stuck who want to go home. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: How can they best be helped? 
 



ELIZABETH TAN: I think for the—certainly, there is a need to decongest the 
area around the border in Tunisia. In Egypt, I would say that there is—that 
the situation is better. There are less people there. And most of the 
people crossing are Egyptian, so they are directly going to their homes. In 
Tunisia, UNHCR is providing shelter, and agencies are providing food and 
trying to set up sanitation facilities there, but I think the main need is 
really to provide transportation for people to get home. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: And food? How are people getting access to food? And 
what about word that Muammar Gaddafi’s forces are now moving into the 
border areas, where people have been able to go freely back and forth 
until now? 
 
ELIZABETH TAN: I think certainly there are a lot of humanitarian agencies, 
and the governments of both Egypt and Tunisia are helping the people who 
are at the borders. In terms of—I am based in Cairo. So, there are no 
problems of people accessing the border, with the exception of people—
refugees and persons of—from sub-Saharan Africa who are stuck in their 
homes, who are very afraid to move, as the other speaker on your program 
was mentioning. UNHCR is very concerned about those people. But on the 
eastern side, otherwise, the access to the border is OK. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Elizabeth Tan, I want to thank you for being with us, 
deputy regional representative for the U.N. High Commission on Refugees. 
She’s speaking to us from Cairo, Egypt. 
 
Also, still with us, Professor Horace Campbell, professor of African 
American studies at Syracuse University. Professor Campbell, I wanted to 
read to you from The Guardian newspaper. This is a pseudonym, 
Muhammad min Libya, who wrote this. But he said, "As the calls for foreign 
intervention grow, I’d like to send a message to western leaders: Obama, 
Cameron, Sarkozy. This is a priceless opportunity that has fallen into your 
laps, it’s a chance for you to improve your image in the eyes of Arabs and 
Muslims. Don’t mess it up. All your previous programmes to bring the east 
and the west closer have failed, and some of them have made things even 
worse. Don’t start something you cannot finish, don’t turn a people’s pure 
revolution into some curse that will befall everyone. Don’t waste the blood 
that my friend Ahmed spilt for me," he writes. He is speaking against 
intervention, Professor Campbell. 
 
HORACE CAMPBELL: I think that is a sentiment that is seen very clearly 
from sectors of those who are hungry for freedom in Libya, because any 
kind of intervention by the United States and NATO forces would send a 
signal to anti-imperialist forces that the revolution in Libya has been 
instigated by the West and would throw sentiments in favor of Gaddafi at 
this moment when he’s carrying out massacres against the people. In fact, 
I would think that the opportunistic and cynical elements in the military 
establishment in the United States and Britain, in particular, are 
calculating that keeping Gaddafi in power longer would be to the benefit 
of the West, because it would destabilize the revolutionary forces in both 
Egypt and in Tunisia. And I would think that the concern that is being 
expressed by Lieberman, McCain and Hillary Clinton is not for the 
revolution in Libya, but is a concern for oil and for the destabilization of 
the Egyptian revolution, because of the long-term implications of this 
revolution for Africa and the Middle East. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: What about, Professor Campbell, the fact that it is 
usually referred to as rebellions, uprisings, revolutions that are taking 
place "in the Arab world"? 
 



HORACE CAMPBELL: Yes. And one of the major challenges is for the 
people who call themselves progressives to be very careful in their 
language about this so-called revolution in the Arab world. Libya is on the 
African continent, long historic ties to Africa. Tunisia is on the African 
continent. Egypt stands at the headwaters of the Nile River that comes out 
of Central Africa. All of these states work very hard to be citizens and 
members of the African community. We only need to look at the African 
nation—Cup of Nations Cups and to see the role that Tunisia and Egypt 
plays in African soccer. So, these are African societies. In these African 
societies, they have citizens who are of an Arab extraction, and many of 
these people call themselves Arabs. So what we can see is that the 
revolution in North Africa links the Arab revolution of Arabia and North 
Africa. 
 
This intersection of Arab and Africa has been positive in the past during 
the period of Nasser, when Nasser was anti-imperalist. What we have to be 
very careful about in this period is those who call themselves Arab carry on 
the arrogance and chauvinism and racism of Western Europeans who look 
down on Africans. And it is in a revolutionary process that revolutionaries 
themselves have to have a higher standard of ethics, morality and racial 
and gender consciousness so that they do not reproduce the hierarchy and 
racism that looks down on Africans who are called black Africans, because 
Tunisians, Libyans and Egyptians are also Africans. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Professor Campbell, the issue of Saudi Arabia? We are 
hearing protests in Yemen, in Oman, in Bahrain, in Jordan. Saudi Arabia, 
we have heard there have been some strikes, but what about how Saudi 
Arabia fits into this? 
 
HORACE CAMPBELL: This is the real clincher for the revolutionary process 
underway. I have been following the writings of Robert Fisk, and Robert 
Fisk has said that the real challenge will be the extent to which the 
revolutionary process gets underway in Saudi Arabia. Saudi Arabia, like 
Egypt under Mubarak, like Gaddafi’s police state, like Ben Ali’s police 
state, these are police states where the political leaders have billions of 
dollars to repress the people, where the political leaders use the resources 
of the state to recycle for Western armaments companies. And the leaders 
of Saudi Arabia are very conservative, oppressing not only the people, but 
particularly the women of Saudi Arabia. So there are large and huge pent-
up sentiments and hunger for freedom within Saudi Arabia. 
 
It is precisely because the Western strategic thinkers understand the 
potential for revolution in Saudi Arabia, along with all over the Arabian 
Peninsula, why it is urgent for them to intervene in North Africa, because 
from the time of Cleopatra right down through the Nazis in Germany, the 
occupation of Libya, right next to Egypt, was strategically important for 
access to North Africa and Arabia. So the strategic thinkers in Washington, 
in London, in Paris and Brussels are considering that with the impending 
isolation of Israel, with revolutionary processes all over Arabia and North 
Africa, it is very important for the West to have a foothold. 
 
It is in this very moment they need ways to divert the working peoples of 
North America and Western Europe from the practice of capitalism. As 
we’ve seen in Wisconsin, the workers in Wisconsin gained confidence, 
gained support, gained courage from the peoples of Egypt. We’ve seen 
signs where the people say they’re standing up for their rights. In moments 
like these, when the Governor of Wisconsin is cutting back on expenditure 
on health, on education, for the poor, and the Pentagon is spending over a 
trillion dollars in its budget, it is times like these that the conservative 
forces need to whip up a new militarism in the United States of America to 



divert attention from the struggles of the working peoples, from students, 
from women, from the youth, who are against the capitalist system as it 
exists. We are in the midst of the most intense capitalist crisis since 1930s. 
This struggle internationally is a struggle against capitalism. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Professor Campbell, I want to thank you very much for 
being with us, a professor of African American [studies] and political 
science at Syracuse University, African American studies and political 
science at Syracuse. He’s written extensively about African politics. As we 
move on now from talking about the protests from the Middle East and 
North Africa to the Midwest to Iraq, we’ll be going to Iraq in a minute. 
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No more imposed policies: Challenges for Africa 

 
 

 
 

Demba Moussa Dembele First Published in Pambazuka 2 March 2011 
 
In an interview with Rosa Moussauoi and Chantal Delmas, Demba Moussa 
Dembele discusses Western-imposed policies for Africa, the faces of 
contemporary imperialism, the notion of China’s ‘yellow peril’ and 
reinvigorating the struggle against neoliberalism. 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: We are in a period in which the 
world crisis is still unresolved. It has had very concrete social 
repercussions, particularly in Africa. What is the context in which the 
World Social Forum took place in Dakar? 
 
DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: The Dakar World Social Forum took place in the 
context of a worsening of the crisis, not only in Senegal but also in the 
bulk of African countries. For over 30 years we have been experiencing 
various aspects of this crisis, which was imposed on us both by the 
international context and by the negligence and abdication of some 
African leaders. 
 
The hunger riots recently in Mozambique remind us that the problem of 
food supply remains acute in Africa. In Europe you are often faced with 
the problem of immigration, allegedly clandestine and illegal. This is due 
to the developmental crisis Africa is experiencing: mass unemployment of 
young people and the crisis of education. These problems are linked to the 
programmes imposed on us, which have caused budgetary austerity, the 
dismantling of state and para-state enterprises and which have prevented 
economic growth and employment. As a result, poverty has increased. 
More than half of African countries – or rather more than half of the 
African population – live on less than one dollar a day. This is less felt by 
us because there are ‘safety nets’ built into the way African societies are 
organised. However, the fact remains that the world is now recognising 
that the programmes that have been imposed on Africa have aggravated 
not only the unemployment problem but, especially, the problem of 
poverty – not only in rural areas but also in urban centres. In Dakar itself, 
let alone its outskirts, there are families who can only afford one meal a 
day. 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: Therefore this forum was to take 
place in an extremely difficult economic and social environment. What 
about the political implications? 
 
DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: Since people no longer accept being pushed 



around, forms of resistance are developing at both local and national 
levels. Civic awareness has increased over the last few years and people no 
longer will allow themselves to be played for suckers. They no longer want 
solutions imposed on them that worsen the problems they are facing. In 
Senegal today and every day spontaneous demonstrations are taking place 
throughout the country against decisions taken by government 
representatives in Dakar or at the local level, decisions by a government 
that cannot handle the situation because of budgetary restrictions on 
education, health, drainage or public lighting. For example, power cuts 
take place every day in every part of Senegal. I left home in the dark 
because the government is incapable of meeting the demand for 
electricity; public services are declining in the hospitals; there are 
recurring strikes in the education system because the government has not 
been able to meet the teachers’ demands for better working or 
environmental conditions. This is the context in which the World Social 
Forum took place. We think that this is an appropriate time for sharpening 
the resistance against these disastrous policies imposed on us by the IMF 
(International Monetary Fund) and the World Bank – and also to increase 
pressure on the government that is acting as their accomplices instead of 
meeting its responsibilities. 
 
Therefore, we hope that the forum will provide an occasion for increasing 
the awareness of our citizens and strengthening the convergence between 
the social movements and the political parties, as we do have progressive 
political parties that are struggling for different policies and putting 
forward alternative solutions. This will be a good opportunity for seeing to 
what extent the convergence between the political parties and the social 
movement could ensure the transformation for which we are hoping. 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: You spoke of this resistance to 
budgetary austerity but also of resistance to imperialism. What does 
‘resistance to imperialism’ mean in a country like Senegal 50 years after 
independence? 
 
DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: So far the discourse of Western countries on 
Africa has been an arrogant, condescending and sermonising one. Take, for 
example, the organisation of elections. The Western countries set the 
criteria; they send their observers to say ‘We can certify that all went 
well’ or ‘In our view the elections did not take place in accordance with 
international standards’ – according to their standards. Thus they continue 
to tell us how to behave, how to run our elections, what democracy and 
human rights mean and what policies to carry out. They claim this is to fit 
us into the world economic system. All these, in my view, are signs of 
imperialism – quite apart from their military interventions. For example, 
the French intervention to save Idris Deby, or their military bases in Africa, 
which are there to remind us that, while basically we are independent, 
France still remains, in a way, the boss in many African countries. 
Moreover, there is also American imperialism at work. 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: Obama’s arrival has not really 
changed the image of American imperialism, and yet his election had 
raised hope of this. 
 
DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: Many Africans thought that with Obama America 
would change the way it sees the African continent, its relations with the 
continent and that there would even be a massive influx of capital towards 
Africa. In fact, nothing has changed! On the contrary, Barack Obama is 
pursuing George Bush’s AFRICOM (Africa Command) project of installing 
military bases in Africa, ostensibly to fight terrorism and strengthen the 
capacity of African armies. He is trying to do this now because George 



Bush failed to find any country in which to set up such a base. Most 
countries said no to George Bush. However, Barack Obama has maintained 
the project and is using his African ‘roots’ all the better to sell it. 
However, so far the countries are continuing to resist. They say they do 
not want AFRICOM. Moreover, even in the United States the Afro-
Americans and Afro-American organisations are opposed to the project and 
say they do not understand why Barack Obama insists on selling it. Thus, as 
far as we are concerned, nothing has changed. They continue to intervene 
everywhere. They want to carve up Sudan. The other day I heard Hilary 
Clinton on the radio declare: ‘We are preparing the Sudanese for a 
referendum on self-determination.’ She added: ‘and we know [that’s 
Hilary Clinton speaking!] that the inevitable result will be separation’. She 
has already voted – and has made the Sudanese vote for the separation of 
the South from the rest! 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: There is thus increasing American 
activity on the continent, particularly with the shrinking of France’s 
private hunting ground there. There is also a lot of talk about the massive 
arrival of subsidiaries of Chinese firms. Is this a new form of imperialism or 
is their way of doing things different? 
 
DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: As far as we are concerned this discourse of the 
Westerners about a new Chinese imperialism is just them saying: ‘Our 
interests are threatened by the arrival of China, India and Brazil, etc. So 
let’s stress the new Chinese threat.’ 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: The ‘yellow peril’… 
 
DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: The ‘yellow peril’, even if they don’t dare say 
so, is just this – a way of making Africans suspicious. However, it is a 
discourse that, in reality, only strengthens the cooperation between China 
and Africa, because people say:  
 
‘Who are they to preach to us and warn us?’ All of a sudden they wish us 
well! Since when? We’ve cooperated with them since the 15th century … 
slavery … and what have they done for us so far? Just policies of contempt, 
condescension and arrogance! And now they are warning us about others?’  
 
If we’re realistic, where do the military bases in Africa come from? From 
Western countries – France and Britain – and now the Americans want to 
set up bases here. Who is it that controls the key sectors of our economy? 
They do! Especially through their adjustment programmes and the 
resulting privatisation – the bulk of the firms that used to belong to the 
state or para-public sectors have been bought up by foreign capital, and 
Europeans own most of the key sectors of our economy. Though the 
Chinese are indeed arriving, they are working on the infrastructures – the 
bridges and roads. As far as I know, the Chinese have not bought a single 
working African firm. 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: Regarding the question of 
neocolonial pillaging, how, today, can Africa take back its own resources? 
 
DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: We have always opposed privatisations and said 
that whatever its problems, Africa must preserve its own resources and use 
them wisely. First of all, we will take them back, that is to say cancel all 
the privatisation policies that were imposed on us by the World Bank and 
the IMF. That is a fundamental demand. Moreover, when we speak to 
politicians, that is what we tell them. Just because a state has lapsed in 
some way or has had problems, the solution is not necessarily 
privatisation. We can see that this doesn’t work, so we will take back our 



resources. 
 
Then, how should we use them? Certainly the continent will continue to 
sell some of its raw materials. We cannot use everything immediately. 
However, we must increasingly turn towards transforming these raw 
materials on the spot. We think that inter-regional cooperation allows us 
to have an area in which viable policies of industrialisation become 
possible, which would enable us to convert our raw materials, to create 
fresh added value and jobs! 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: You spoke of the disastrous 
consequences of structural adjustment. How do you see the promise of a 
better representation of Africa in international institutions? 
 
DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: Firstly, even if they give a few minor roles to 
the African countries, this is not worth very much. It’s negligible in 
practice. Secondly, the Africans who will be there will be those who have 
accepted neoliberal ideology. So they are not the ones who will defend 
different policies. Thirdly, as long as these institutions still fully support 
neoliberal ideology, the fact that they have some African representatives 
doesn’t change anything very much, since the economic policies remain 
the same, policies based on privatisation, free trade and the completely 
free movement of capital and flexibility of the labour market. So long as 
the World Bank and the IMF remain standard-bearers of this ideology, 
putting a few more Africans there is meaningless. As far as I’m concerned 
it’s not worth discussing. 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: You spoke of the need to stress 
the alternatives. Can Africa, precisely because it is the first victim of this 
capitalist system, also be a prime area for the invention of alternatives? 
 
DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: But of course! Even on the African level, even at 
the level of decision-makers, Africa has already decided to create an 
African Central Bank, an African monetary union and an African Investment 
Bank in three different capital cities. The president of the African Union’s 
Commission, Jean Ping, formerly foreign minister of Bongo’s Gabon but 
now, because of the crisis, expressing an almost militant discourse, has 
declared:  
 
‘We know that the capitalist market cannot resolve everything [I’m just 
quoting from memory] and that no one must impose policies on Africa 
anymore. Africa must no longer accept policies being imposed on it – it 
must regain its freedom and choose what suits it and who its partners shall 
be’.  
 
This is most important, coming from Jean Ping, who is president of the 
African Union Commission. We ourselves have always said that another 
policy is possible. Some others are also saying we must control our own 
resources and put an end to this policy of unbridled privatisation that has 
been imposed on us. Sub-regional integration allows us to speak with a 
single voice at the sub-regional level and even at the continental level. 
This gives us negotiating strength. 
 
Then there is the problem of sovereignty of food supply. I am not talking 
about security but of sovereignty, because Africa can feed itself – on the 
condition that present policies are changed. We have producers, some 
associations of producers, particularly in West Africa, the ROPPA (peasant 
and producer organisations in West Africa), which is a member of Via 
Campesina and which has affirmed: ‘We can feed not only this sub-region 
but also a good part of Africa. However, we need politicians who follow us, 



who are ready to listen to us’. Politicians are beginning to listen to them. 
The government of Senegal is talking of reaching sovereignty of food 
supply by 2015; so is Nigeria. Even the CEDAO (Economic Community of 
West African States), in its programme, is talking about sovereignty of food 
supply by 2015 or later, as is Mali. So there are ideas that are gaining 
ground. 
 
Then there is the problem of industrialisation. People are realising that we 
cannot simply export raw materials, the prices of which depend on 
speculators and other fluctuations – they have no added value and do not 
create jobs. Moreover, very often, even for the raw materials that we do 
sell, we do not get paid the full value because intermediaries take a big 
slice… Therefore, they must be converted on the spot as part of a policy of 
socialisation. This can only be viable at the sub-regional level. In the 15 
countries of West Africa, we number 300 million souls. Even in capitalist 
terms this is a viable market. Here is an area that allows the conversion of 
our products. 
 
There is increasing discussion of the need for autonomous African 
currencies, because it is not possible – as the whole history of development 
has shown – to develop using someone else’s currency. At the level of the 
CEDAO there are discussions about a sub-regional currency, but political 
inertia has put a brake on the process… Moreover, even at the level of the 
board members of the African Central Bank, this is being spoken of as a 
necessity, because we cannot continue to use other currencies and, above 
all, to submit to the supremacy of the dollar. If we want integration, we 
must have a common currency that enables easier trade and exchange. 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: The social forum was held at the 
UCAD (University of Cheikh Anta Diop). This is unfortunately known in Paris 
as the venue of Nicolas Sarkozy’s speech. Was holding it there also a way 
of turning around and rejecting this colonialist ideology? 
 
DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: There are two reasons I’m glad you asked that 
question. Firstly, it’s the 50th anniversary of certain (essentially French-
speaking) countries’ independence – an anniversary that, obviously, will 
not be forgotten in 2011! Secondly you’ve referred to the speech Sarkozy 
made in Dakar – a speech to which a number of Africans replied in a book 
to which I also contributed, ‘L’Afrique répond à Sarkozy, Contre le discour 
à Dakar’ (‘Africa answers Sarkozy – against the Dakar speech’). In Dakar we 
intend to pay tribute to Cheikh Anta Diop himself, to Thomas Sankara and 
to those who, in our view, have contributed to the resistance as much at 
the level of ideas as at the political level: to Kwame Nkrumah, Patrice 
Lumumba, Amilcar Cabral and others. This covers all the struggles against 
colonialism, for independence and for Pan-Africanism. We expect to bring 
together a number of African intellectuals to talk about this. This, in our 
opinion will be the best reply to Sarkozy, because, I believe, Sarkozy does 
not know Africa. If he knew a little bit of Africa’s history, he would know 
that capitalism has been integrating Africans against their will since the 
15th century, but before then some African empires, for example like the 
Mali Empire, had a wide influence at a time when Europe was still in the 
Middle Ages. This will be an additional lesson to Sarkozy. 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: The years 2010 and 2011 are 
going to be very busy years in Africa, with a number of difficulties. 
However, all the election periods are marked, in all countries, by the 
emergence of civic associations that are now refusing to permit lackeys, 
who serve the interests of the colonialist powers, to be foisted upon them. 
Were these associations at the World Social Forum? 
 



DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: Certainly! The problem of democracy will be one 
of the main focuses of activity – the relationship between the state and 
civil society, the choosing of African leaders. We have noticed that, with 
neocolonialism, the majority of African leaders tend to think that they are 
more answerable to the Western powers and international institutions than 
to the citizens who elected them. We want leaders who feel responsible 
for and answerable to our citizens, not to the West. To this end, they must 
be people close to the ideas for which the social movements stand. That is 
why we want this roundtable – to bring the political leaders and the 
leaders of African institutions together for discussion, to tell them: ‘Your 
loyalty must be to Africa, to those who elected you and who trust you and 
not to Sarkozy or Obama, to the World Bank or the IMF.’ 
 
Moreover, we want to stress the need to expand democracy, because in 
our country, as in others, there are monarchist trends. Abdoulaye Wade 
wants his son to succeed him – he denies it but his actions prove it. The 
Senegalese have said this will not happen here. He tested the waters with 
the 2009 municipal elections – he wanted his son to become mayor of 
Dakar. However, the polls massively rejected him – a real humiliation. We 
are, obviously, fighting for a rejection of the trend to monarchy, for a 
deepening of our democracy, for leaders answerable to the people – not to 
France or Brussels. 
 
ROSA MOUSSAUOI AND CHANTAL DELMAS: How do you envisage, globally, 
the importance of the World Social Forum in relation to the crisis? 
 
DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE: I think that the forum should enable the social 
movements taking part first of all to make an assessment of 10 years of 
struggle against the neoliberal system and be proud of the victories we 
have won on the ideological level. We said that all these policies of 
privatisation and liberalisation, the policies of the World Bank, the IMF and 
the WTO, were leading us to a dead-end, to the destruction of the 
economic and social fabric. Now the system is in a deep crisis, and most of 
the policies we attacked have been shown to be disastrous, just as we had 
foreseen. All in all, the international financial crisis has only demonstrated 
that the foundations were fundamentally bad. The forum should enable us 
to deepen our critique of the system. We must not rest on our laurels and 
say we are satisfied because we were right. We should say: ‘Let’s go 
deeper, because the system continues to live and intends to overcome its 
problems at the expense of the people.’ We must deepen our critique of 
the system, above all in connection with the problems arising from climate 
change. All those policies for coming out of the crisis, the co-opting of 
emerging countries to accede to the G8 to make a G20 … these are all 
issues that were to be re-examined during the Dakar forum. Capitalism is 
in a crisis – but it is still here. 
 
Second, in the course of the forum, we needed an emphasis on all the 
anti-systemic struggles, in the North as in the South – all the struggles 
against capitalism, but also against the imperialist system of all-out 
intervention and oppression of peoples. We must give voice to all the 
movements, all the organisations that are struggling, in their different 
ways in different parts of the world, to build resistance against the system 
and against imperialism. 
 
Third, we have said that another world is possible. However, for us this is 
an opportunity not only to demonstrate the bankruptcy of the neoliberal 
capitalist system but also to say: ‘This is what we have proposed for this 
sector’, ‘this is what we propose for overcoming the crisis’ and ‘this is 
what we are proposing at the national, European and African levels – and 
also at the world level.’ What new policy, what new institutions must be 



created to really come out of the crisis – not to save capitalism but to 
secure advances in a period of post-capitalist transition? Indeed, I think 
that the Dakar forum was an opportunity to impart fresh momentum to the 
World Social Forum. 
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mubaraking’ Muammar, Maliki, Mugabe, Michael... 

 
 

 
 

 
Patrick Bond 28 February 2011 
 
February 27, 2011 –Links International Journal of Socialist Renewal -- 
The late South African anti-apartheid poet-activist Dennis Brutus 
occasionally used “Seattle”, the name of a city in the northwestern United 
States, as a verb. We should “seattle Copenhagen”, he said in late 2009, to 
prevent the global North from doing a climate deal in their interests, 
against Africa’s. 
 
The point was to communicate his joy that in December 1999, the efforts 
of tens of thousands of civil society protesters outside the Seattle 
convention centre and a handful of patriotic African negotiators inside 
together scuppered the Millennium Round meeting of a stubborn ruling 
crew: the World Trade Organization. Their pro-corporate, free-trade 
agenda never recovered.  
 
Although a decade later Brutus died, his verb-play signalling a democratic 
society rising against tyranny lives on if we consider the shaken ruling 
gangs of Libya, Iraq, Zimbabwe and Durban in South Africa, each a product 
of scandal-ridden crony capitalism, and each impervious to popular 
demands that they quit. After Tunisia and Egypt, where Ben Ali and Hosni 
Mubarak lost power in recent weeks, a growing cohort of now fragile 
dictatorships are experiencing a dose of “mubaraking” by hordes of non-
violent democrats.  
 
British support for Gaddafi 
Libya is the ripest regime to fall, but London’s generous military aid and 
support from politicians like former prime minister Tony Blair, oil company 
BP, arms-deal facilitator Prince Andrew and London School of Economics 
(LSE) intellectuals seem to have emboldened Muammar Gaddafi and his 
family, leaving open the question of how many more hundreds – or 
thousands – the lunatic will kill on his way down.  
 
Gaddafi may try to hang on, with his small band of loyalists, allegedly 
bolstered by sub-Saharan African mercenaries – potentially including 
Zimbabweans, according to the Harare media – helping Gaddafi for a 



$16,000 payoff each. After Gaddafi zigzagged to a pro-Western stance in 
2004 by demobilising weapons of mass destruction in exchange for closure 
on the PanAm airline bombing and subsequent sanctions, some millions of 
the family’s ill-gotten wealth were showered on the academic crowd most 
favoured by Blair.  
 
Blair’s “Third Way” political advisor, former London School of Economics 
director Lord Anthony Giddens, visited the Libyan dictator in 2007, 
pronouncing: “As one-party states go, Libya is not especially repressive. 
Gaddafi seems genuinely popular… Will real progress be possible only when 
Gaddafi leaves the scene? I tend to think the opposite. If he is sincere in 
wanting change, as I think he is, he could play a role in muting conflict 
that might otherwise arise as modernisation takes hold.” 
 
To help “mute conflict”, as Giddens might have it, British weaponry is 
mainly being deployed against Libyans in the capital Tripoli, for Gaddafi’s 
army seems to have defected nearly everywhere else. Muammar’s second 
oldest son (and most likely successor) Saif al-Gaddafi – who has vowed to 
“fight to the last minute, until the last bullet” – was awarded a doctoral 
degree from the LSE and his foundation then gave £1.5 million to its 
Centre for Global Governance.  
 
The centre’s money-blinded director, Professor David Held, remarked at 
the time: “It is a generous donation from an NGO committed to the 
promotion of civil society and the development of democracy.”  
 
But to clear-sighted LSE students, that funding “was not obtained through 
legitimate enterprise but rather through 42 years of shameless exploitation 
and brutal oppression of the Libyan people”, as one put it, and so a sit-in 
ensued last week to demand that Held transfer the funding back to assist 
Gaddafi’s victims.  
 
So far Held has only agreed to halt the North African reform research 
underway with the Gaddafi money, not return it, and last week his lame 
excuses for the murderous Saif sickened former admirers (myself 
included). 
 
In the same spirit, several African civil society organisations and 
Archibishop Emeritus Desmond Tutu insisted on February 25 that the 
African Union (AU) act against Gaddafi, on grounds that “Article 3 of the 
Constitutive Act of the AU lists the promotion of peace, security and 
stability on the continent as one of its key objectives. Despite this, the AU 
and African governments have been slow to react.” 
 
South African arms to Gaddafi 
Sorry, don’t expect peace promotion from the African National Congress 
government in South Africa. Late 2010, the chair of South Africa’s National 
Conventional Arms Control Committee, justice minister Jeff Radebe, 
approved the sale of 100 South African sniper rifles and more than 50,000 
rounds of ammunition to Gaddafi. Any references to human rights in the 
committee’s deliberations are already considered a joke, but Radebe may 
now have some serious bloodstains on his reputation. 
 
The civil society/Tutu statement continued: “The three African countries 
that sit on the UN Security Council – South Africa, Nigeria and Gabon – as 
representatives of the continent have a special responsibility to ensure 
that the people of Libya are protected from grave human rights violations 
constituting crimes against humanity.” 
 
But all three also have substantial popular uprisings underway internally. 



 
Iraq 
Looking eastward from Libya to Iraq, the US-installed government of Prime 
Minister Nouri al-Maliki was protested by tens of thousands on February 25, 
in a “Day of Rage”.  
 
According to Washington Post reporters, state security forces opened fire, 
killing 29 and arresting “300 prominent journalists, artists and lawyers who 
took part in nationwide demonstrations, in what some of them described 
as an operation to intimidate Baghdad intellectuals who hold sway over 
popular opinion”.  
 
The Iraqis were “handcuffed, blindfolded, beaten and threatened with 
execution by soldiers from an army intelligence unit”. 
 
Iraqi protester demands “ranged from more electricity and jobs, to ending 
corruption, reflecting a dissatisfaction with government that cuts across 
sectarian and class lines”, according to the Post. The day was “organized, 
at least in part, by middle-class, secular intellectuals” against whom 
Maliki’s troops “fired water cannons, sound bombs and live bullets to 
disperse crowds”. Shades of Saddam. 
 
Moving south and west, other democracy protests were waged in recent 
days by tens of thousands of activists in Gabon, Oman, Djibouti and Sudan, 
where on January 30, “students held Egypt-inspired demonstrations against 
proposed cuts to subsidies on petroleum products and sugar”, according to 
a Durban journalist serving Al Jazeera News’ courageous service, Azad 
Essa. In Ethiopia, Essa reports, police “detained the well-known journalist 
Eskinder Nega for ‘attempts to incite’ Egypt-style protests”. 
 
Zimbabwe repression 
Even harsher treatment was meted out by Robert Mugabe’s police to 46 
Zimbabweans led by former member of parliament Munyaradzi Gwisai. The 
group was charged with “high treason” (punishable by death) for showing 
news clips of Egyptian and Tunisian protests at a February 19 meeting of 
the International Socialist Organization-Zimbabwe.  
 
As 10 of the group were apparently tortured by Mugabe’s police and the 
dozen women arrested were transferred to the notorious Chikurubi 
maximum security prison, demands for their release grew louder, with 
South Africans chiming in at a Hillbrow, Johannesburg picket on February 
26.  
 
At home, brave Zimbabweans’ support will emerge more publicly on March 
1 at noon, when democracy activists gather in Harare Gardens to demand 
the prisoners’ release, Mugabe’s resignation, freedom of speech, freedom 
of assembly, press freedom, fair elections and an end to the Zimbabwe 
African National Union-Patriotic Front (ZANU-PF) regime’s political 
violence, which is currently resurgent in several hotspots, from Mutare in 
the east to Harare to Gwanda in the west.  
 
Diamonds fund election irregularities 
But Mugabe wants to hasten the same kind of unfree, unfair elections he 
has been “winning” over the last decade, and has apparently amassed a 
war chest through illicit diamond sales to once again dominate the 
campaign. On February 22, finance minister Tendai Biti from the 
opposition Movement for Democratic Change (MDC) confronted Mugabe 
over the diversion of $300 million in revenues from the Marange diamond 
field, site of hundreds of civilian deaths by the armed forces a few years 
ago.  



 
The Kimberley Process to identify “blood diamonds” remains chaotic and 
corrupt, as self-interested South Africans and Israelis support diamond 
exports controlled by Mugabe’s generals. Reports Harare journalist 
Dumisani Muleya, “There are fears that the $300 million has either been 
stolen or was being kept secretly somewhere by Zanu-PF ministers as a war 
chest for anticipated elections.”  
 
Rebutting wildly, Mugabe’s ally and chair of the Zimbabwe Mining 
Development Corporation, Godwills Masimirembwa, claimed (without 
proof) that Biti would not pay civil servants a promised pay rise in order to 
prompt an “insurrection so that we have another Egypt or Tunisia in 
Zimbabwe”. 
 
Amnesty International representative Simeon Mawanza blames South 
African President Jacob Zuma and other regional leaders: “Their silence 
might be interpreted as being complicit in what we are seeing.”  
 
Hopewell Gumbo, who contributed enormously to one of our Centre for 
Civil Society political economy programs in Durban, was one of the 
activists tortured after their arrest on February 19. He was recently 
quoted on the radio: “I personally work for an organisation that has started 
an initiative with the rural cotton farmers, in terms of pricing of their 
commodities, that kind of strategy goes above political differences 
because when ZANU-PF and MDC farmers meet they realise their problems 
are common and political issues can only divide them at the end of the 
day.” 
 
More international solidarity for oppressed Zimbabweans is urgently 
needed, and from 12:30-2 pm on March 1 in Durban, refugees Shepherd 
Zvavanhu and Percy Nhau lead a Centre for Civil Society public discussion 
on the situation in the University of KwaZulu Natal’s (UKZN) Memorial 
Tower Building, and at 5:30 pm in Washington DC, a pro-democracy 
demonstration will be held at Zimbabwe’s embassy on New Hampshire 
Avenue near DuPont Circle. 
 
From Durban to Wisconsin 
Meanwhile, back home in Durban, city manager Michael Sutcliffe’s regime 
appeared terminally wounded when his protector, provincial African 
National Congress chairperson John Mchunu, died late last year. The 
neoliberal-nationalist municipal order is now in much greater danger 
because in recent days, the figurehead mayor, Obed Mlaba, broke with 
Sutcliffe and his officials over a $500 million fast-track spending scandal. 
The ruling party seems to be backing Mlaba. 
 
Sutcliffe has repeatedly defended corrupt municipal deals with the 
Mpisane family on ill-constructed black township housing and Remant Alton 
on the failed privatisation of municipal buses. Sutcliffe is widely disliked 
because of autocratic tendencies, including the repeated banning of 
protest marches, a factor that community and environmental activists are 
taking into consideration for the November-December 2011 UN world 
climate summit. 
 
The “mubaraking” of Libya’s Gaddafi, Iraq’s Maliki, Zimbabwe’s Mugabe 
and Durban’s Sutcliffe is long overdue. But revolt is just as necessary in 
the country that long propped up so many dictatorships, the United States. 
 
On February 26, all 50 US state capitals witnessed demonstrations held in 
solidarity with public sector workers in Wisconsin, who are under attack by 
a hardline conservative governor. Even in the frigid weather and snow of 



the Wisconsin capital, Madison, 70,000 people marched against the 
Republican governor’s attempt to end collective bargaining, in what is 
probably the most important US class struggle since the 1930s. 
 
Revolution is still in the air and throughout the most visionary television 
network has been Al Jazeera. Its director general Wadah Khanfar had an 
easy explanation for the network’s repeated scoops: “When opinions crowd 
and confusion prevails, set your sight on the route taken by the masses, for 
that is where the future lies.” 
links.org.au/node/2190 
 
(Patrick Bond is co-editor of the new Africa World Press book Zuma’s Own 
Goal.) 

 

Greece 8th general strike against austerity cuts 

 
 

 
 

 
Economic, social and political situation becoming explosive 
Edited translations of articles from the website of Xekinima (CWI Greece) 1 
March 2011 
 
This Wednesday’s twenty-four hour general strike in Greece, the eighth 
general strike since January 2010 protesting against the Pasok 
government’s austerity measures, was also one of the biggest. Small shop 
owners overwhelmingly joined the protests on 23 February, which saw 
Greek society paralysed. Public transport, docks, telecommunications and 
the electricity industry were amongst those sectors at a complete 
standstill.  
 
A workers’ demonstration in Athens on the same day, attracted at least 
100,000 people (according to Reuters) one of the largest since last May’s 
general strike. It was a lively and angry event. Rioting at the end, involving 
police and some anarchistic youth, was often the only aspect of the day’s 
magnificent display of workers’ power that the international media 
decided to report.  
 
The Pasok government has carried out four waves of austerity attacks 
against the working class as the price of getting a huge financial bail-out 
agreed with the IMF and EU, last May. But the economic crisis continues 
and deepens. Gross Domestic Product fell by 6% in the last quarter of 2010. 
 
Industrial upheaval and mass non-pay movement  
Industrial action by public transport workers has continued for the last 
three months, since the Pasok government cut their wages and went 
through with a privatisation bill in parliament. The Pasok-dominated 
leadership of the public sector unions are coming under huge pressure 
from public sector rank and file workers who are furious at the attacks 
launched against them by the government.  
 
This is taking place at the same time as a developing mass non-payment 
campaign, involving not only youth but also older workers, in opposition to 
a big rise in road tolls and public transport ticket costs. In response, the 
government passed a law introducing big fines and even imprisonment for 
non-payers. But the scale of the non payment movement means that, so 
far, the authorities have not been able to impose these sanctions.  
 
Supporters of Xekinima (CWI in Greece) participated from the start in the 



non-payment campaign, calling for the movement to link up with organised 
workers in the public transport industry. About 70,000 leaflets have been 
produced by Xekinima on this issue, getting a good response from trade 
union activists and non-payment campaigners. Xekinima supporters are 
regularly interviewed on the media on the issue. The campaigning 
organisation, Green Attack, which was initiated by Xekinima supporters, 
also gets a lot of media attention. It links the fight for affordable, quality 
and integrated public transport with environmental issues.  
 
Mass hunger strike  
The Pasok government is also under pressure over a mass hunger strike by 
three hundred immigrant workers, who summarily were deprived by the 
authorities of their right to work and live in Greece (for more information, 
see previous articles on socialistworld.net). Pasok ministers try to play 
‘good cop’ and ‘bad cop’ in relation to the hunger strike. One minister said 
("off the record") that she and the PM, George Papandreou, wanted to 
“find a solution” to the crisis, while the hard-line interior minister 
attacked the immigrants and their solidarity campaign and said there 
would be “no negotiations”.  
 
The hunger strike has now passed thirty days and is beginning to reach a 
critical stage that could endanger the lives of many of the protesters. 
Supporters of Xekinima have been involved in the solidarity campaign since 
the immigrants took the desperate decision themselves to go on hunger 
strike, including helping to successfully internationalise the issue by 
organising appeals to workers’ organisations across the world.  
 
An explosive situation  
The mass hunger strike and the mass non-payment campaign, like the 
latest general strike, are all indicators of the deep sense of anger and 
alienation felt by millions of workers and youth in Greece facing austerity 
attacks and falling living standards. They see no way out on the basis of 
this system. The economic, social and political situation is becoming 
explosive.  
 
Xekinima calls for a stepping up of mass action by the working class to 
resist Pasok’s austerity packages. The union leaders’ one day strikes every 
few months are not forcing back the savage attacks. They are only 
intended to let off steam and to “scare” the government to make a few 
concessions, which are not forthcoming.  
 
A plan of decisive strike action is needed, included a 48 hour and longer 
general strikes, organised by mass committees of action from below, in 
workplaces, colleges and neighbourhoods. This can unite all sections of 
workers and young people, and the middle layers, like the small shop 
keepers, forcing the Pasok government to either retreat or fall.  
www.socialistworld.net 

 

The world remade 

 
 

 
 

Richard Pithouse First Published in Pambazuka 28 February 2011 
 
In the wake of the crises and revolutions of Libya, Tunisia and Egypt, 
European claims to moral leadership look highly dubious, says Richard 
Pithouse. 
 
As the first unconfirmed reports of airborne attacks on protestors in Tripoli 



and Benghazi reached Al Jazeera the station crossed to a spokesperson for 
the European Union. There was talk of the need to affirm ‘European 
values’. Moments later the programme cut away to the story of the two 
Libyan fighter pilots who had landed in Malta and sought political asylum 
rather than obey orders to attack protestors in Benghazi. 
 
Those pilots are not the first people to have arrived in Malta after crossing 
the Mediterranean from Libya. But most people who make that journey 
don’t arrive in Mirage F1s. Migrants take many routes into Europe. Some 
people cross into Greece from Turkey, others from Algeria into Spain. For 
many, the way into Europe is through the Sahara into Libya, across the 
ocean and into Malta and Italy. The migrants come from Somalia, from 
Chad, from Senegal, from Nigeria and from all over North and West Africa. 
 
The journey across the Mediterranean in small and usually over crowded 
boats is perilous and many have sunk. If they are intercepted by the Italian 
navy the migrants are forced off the boats, often with clubs and batons 
that dispense electric shocks, and taken to prisons in Tripoli. In crass 
violation of international law no attempt is made to ascertain whether or 
not the migrants are political refugees or to enquire into their health or 
where the parents of children may be. 
 
From Tripoli they are taken to European funded migrant detention centres 
in places like the tiny village of Al Qatran out in the dessert near the 
border with Chad and Niger. Al Qatran is a thousand kilometres from 
Tripoli and it may take three days for captured migrants to be moved 
across that distance in trucks. In the detention centres there may be more 
than fifty people in a room. They sleep on the floor. The routine sadism 
that always occurs in any situation in which some people are given 
absolute power over others is endemic. There are beatings, rapes and 
extortion. Suicides are a common response as are mass jailbreaks in which 
many migrants have been killed by the Libyan police. But some have 
escaped out into the vastness of the Sahara to make what they can of 
sudden freedom without papers or money in a desert. 
 
It was in the early days of the 2003 Iraq war that Tony Blair first proposed 
the idea that migrants trying to enter Europe should be sent to ‘transit 
processing centres’ outside of Europe. There is a similar logic here to the 
way in which the United States has outsourced torture to countries like 
Egypt. 
 
Muammar Gaddafi’s early attempts to show that he would be able to take 
on the policing of Europe’s borders were not a huge success. In August 
2004 a plane was chartered to deport 75 captured Eritrean migrants from 
Tripoli but the passengers seized control of the plane in mid flight and 
diverted it to Khartoum where the UNHCR recognised 60 of them as 
legitimate political refugees. 
 
But on the same day that the European union lifted its economic sanctions 
and arms embargo on Libya in October 2004 it was agreed to engage with 
Libya on ‘immigration matters’ and a technical team was sent to Libya the 
following month. The United Kingdom and France both moved quickly to 
sell weapons to Libya and in 2008 Italy and Libya signed The Treaty of 
Friendship, Partnership and Cooperation between the Italian Republic and 
Great Socialist People’s Libyan Arab Jamahiriya in which Italy agreed to 
invest five billion dollars in Libya in exchange for, amongst other things, a 
Libyan agreement to undertake to police migration into Europe via Libya. 
Silvio Berlusconi declared that closer relations with Libya are about “fewer 
illegal immigrants and more oil.” Since then Berlusconi and Gaddafi have, 
through the investment arms of their respective family trusts, become co-



owners of a major communications company. 
 
This sort of personal connection between an elected politician in the West 
and a despot elsewhere is hardly unique. The French Foreign Minister 
Michele Alliot-Marie spent her Christmas holiday in Tunisia as a guest of a 
businessman with close ties to Zine el-Abidine Ben Ali as the protests 
against Ben Ali were gathering strength. The first response of the French 
state to the protests in Tunisia was to send arms to Ben Ali. The French 
Prime Minister Francois Fillon spent his Christmas holiday on the Nile as a 
guest of the Egyptian state. In March 2009 US Secretary of State, Hillary 
Clinton, commented, in a discussion about severe and routine human rights 
violations by the Mubarak regime, that “I really consider President and 
Mrs. Mubarak to be friends of my family.” 
 
In recent years all sorts of European institutions beyond oil companies and 
security agencies made their own deals with the dictatorship in Tripoli. 
The London School of Economics accepted a £1.5m grant from the Gaddafi 
International Charity and Development Foundation for a ‘virtual democracy 
centre’. The Foundation is headed by the same Saif al-Islam Gaddafi who 
recently went on to Libyan television to tell protestors that his father’s 
government would ‘fight to the last minute, until the last bullet’. 
 
The Europe of colonialism, slavery and genocide has no claim to moral 
leadership in this world. The Europe that backed the Mubarak dictatorship 
for thirty years and the Ben Ali dictatorship for twenty-three years has no 
claim to moral leadership in this world. The Europe that helped to smash 
Iraq in the invasion of 2003 has no claim to moral leadership in this world. 
The Europe that refused to allow the Haitian people to elect a leadership 
of its choosing by supporting a coup against that leadership in 2004 has no 
claim to moral leadership in this world. The Europe that has been directly 
responsible for the documented deaths of almost 14,000 migrants since 
1993 has no claim to moral leadership in this world. 
 
It is true enough that the modern form of democracy began in Europe with 
the French Revolution of 1789. But when African slaves in Haiti took the 
ideas of liberty, equality and fraternity seriously and won their own 
revolution in 1804 it immediately became clear that the French did not 
intend democracy to be for everyone. That has been the European position 
ever since. 
 
To choose democracy is not to choose Europe and it is certainly not to 
choose the United States of America, which has overthrown democratically 
elected governments around the world when electorates have had the 
temerity to elect the ‘wrong’ leaders. In fact, any serious commitment to 
democracy has to reject the moral and political authority of Europe and 
the United States of America. Any commitment to democracy has to 
assert, very clearly, that all people everywhere have the right to govern 
themselves according to their own will. 
 
We cannot know the trajectories of the uprisings that have swept North 
Africa and the Middle East. But one thing is for sure. Whatever pompous 
claims to the contrary come out of Washington and Brussels, these are not 
revolts for American or European values. On the contrary they are a direct 
challenge to those values. They are revolts against a global power 
structure that is formed by an international alliance of elites with one of 
its key principles being the idea, the racist idea, that Arabs are ‘not yet 
ready’ for democracy. This, of course, is an echo of one of the common 
justifications for apartheid. But the plain fact of the matter is that anyone 
who says that anyone else isn’t yet ready for democracy is no democrat. 
 



Ben Ali and Mubarak were little more than co-opted Bantustan leaders in a 
system of global apartheid. Gadaffi’s oil funded cruelty, megalomania and 
opportunism has taken him in many directions in his 42-year reign but 
have, in recent years, been leading him in the same direction. 
Democratising a Bantustan is progress. But democratising a Bantustan is 
not enough. The whole global system needs to be democratised. 
www.pambazuka.org 

BROUGHT TO YOU BY PAMBAZUKA NEWS 
 
 
Richard Pithouse teaches politics at Rhodes University. 
This article was originally published by The South African Civil Society 
Information Service. 
Please send comments to editor@pambazuka.org or comment online at 
Pambazuka News. 

 

Climate’s Strong Fingerprint in Global Cholera Outbreaks 

 
 

 
 

Sonia Shah 25 February 2011 
 
For decades, deadly outbreaks of cholera were attributed to the spread of 
disease through poor sanitation. But recent research demonstrates how 
closely cholera is tied to environmental and hydrological factors and to 
weather patterns — all of which may lead to more frequent cholera 
outbreaks as the world warms. 
 
Since cholera first erupted from India’s Ganges delta in 1817, the bacterial 
pathogen has swept across the globe in no fewer than seven worldwide 
pandemics, afflicting hundreds of millions of people and killing more than 
70 percent of its victims within hours if left untreated. The seventh 
pandemic — the longest one yet — began in Celebes, Indonesia in 1961, 
and has spread to more than 50 countries and 7 million people. That 
pandemic continues to this day, staking its latest beachhead in 
earthquake-ravaged Haiti, where a cholera epidemic occurred last year 
after a reported absence of some 100 years. 
 
Historically and in the modern popular imagination, cholera has been 
considered a disease of filth carried in sewage. And yet, over the past 
decade, research on cholera’s natural habitat and links to the climate have 
revealed a revolutionary new understanding of the disease as one shaped 
just as much by environment, hydrology, and weather patterns as by poor 
sanitation. And as temperatures continue to rise this century, cholera 
outbreaks may become increasingly common, with the bacteria growing 
more rapidly in warmer waters. 
 
The University of Maryland cholera expert Rita Colwell, a former director 
of the National Science Foundation, pioneered the study of Vibrio 
cholerae, the bacteria that causes cholera, in the environment. She and 
others have discovered the bacteria in water bodies untouched by human 
waste, its abundance and distribution fluctuating not with levels of 
contamination, but with sea surface temperature, ocean currents, and 
weather changes. After several centuries during which cholera’s spread 
has been attributed solely to human activity, it has been paradigm-shifting 
research. “Thirty years ago, we were ridiculed to even say that the 
bacterium existed in the environment,” Colwell says. “But now it is in 
textbooks. The evidence is so overwhelming, it is understood.” 



 
While cholera epidemics are caused by multiple factors, of which 
environmental influences are just one, Colwell and other experts are 
closely monitoring the potential impact of global warming on the diarrheal 
disease. “Although there is no clear understanding of the exact nature of 
the relationship between cholera and climate,” says Tufts University 
cholera expert Shafiqul Islam, “if climate change leads to more extremes, 
it will have an impact on cholera.” In fact, it may already have. Over the 
past 30 years, El Nino events in the Bay of Bengal — characterized, in part, 
by warmer sea surface temperatures — have increased, paralleling a rise in 
cholera cases in Bangladesh. The World Health Organization calls it “one of 
the first pieces of evidence that warming trends are affecting human 
infectious diseases.” 
 
The growing understanding of the role that climate plays in cholera 
outbreaks has sparked disagreement between environmental scientists, 
such as Colwell, and the medical community. While many cholera 
researchers concur that these environment influences play an important 
role in the incidence of cholera, especially in places such as Bangladesh 
and India, most hail from medical fields, which continue to emphasize the 
role of human activity in the spread of the disease. Scientists such as 
Matthew Waldor, an infectious disease expert from Harvard University, 
worry that characterizing cholera outbreaks as a result of environmental 
influences undermines efforts to prevent the disease using vaccines and 
other methods. 
 
“There is an inevitability to the environmentalist arguments about 
cholera,” he says. “If cholera travels by the environment... then it is not 
preventable.” Whereas linking cholera outbreaks to human activity, he 
says, reinforces the indisputable — and uncontested — truth that 
preventing cholera requires changing human activity. 
 
And yet, new research on cholera’s links to the environment may help 
minimize cholera’s damage in other ways. The macro-environmental 
factors that drive cholera can be tracked using remote sensing data and 
other forecasting methods, opening up the possibility of an early warning 
system for cholera. Islam is among several scientists developing methods 
to use remote sensing data to track the coastal plankton blooms that 
presage cholera outbreaks. Satellite data on chlorophyll concentrations, a 
discernible proxy for zooplankton levels, can successfully predict cholera 
incidence, too. NOAA recently funded the development of a system to 
predict levels of Vibrio cholerae in the Chesapeake Bay using data on the 
bay’s changing salinity and surface temperature. 
 
In fact, cholera surveillance teams from the World Health Organization 
(WHO) have already used El Nino forecasting to help prepare communities 
for potential cholera outbreaks, including one in Mozambique in 1997, 
predicted by the WHO based on forecasts of El Nino-related drought in 
southeast Africa. 
 
What is clear is that populations of Vibrio cholerae in coastal waters, 
estuaries, and bays rise and fall in association with a range of 
environmental factors. In Peru, levels of cholera vibrio bacteria have been 
linked to the temperature of local rivers; in Italy, to the surface 
temperatures of estuaries along the Adriatic coast. In Mexico, the 
abundance of cholera vibrios in lagoon oysters rise as seas warm. In the 
Chesapeake Bay, Vibrio cholerae levels increase during the summer, as 
water temperatures spike. In Bangladesh, cholera risk increases by two to 
four times in the six weeks following a 5-degree C (9-degree F) spike in the 
water temperature. Likewise, in Ghana, an analysis of 20 years of data 



revealed a correlation between cholera incidence and rainfall and land 
surface temperatures. In Djibouti, Somalia, Kenya, Mozambique, and 
Tanzania, cholera epidemics have been correlated with flooding as well as 
sea surface temperatures. 
 
Global climate drivers such as the El Nino Southern Oscillation and the 
Indian Ocean Dipole appear to be similarly linked to the incidence of 
cholera. The El Nino Southern Oscillation — in which warm waters build up 
in the central and eastern Pacific and the Indian Ocean — creates extreme 
weather conditions, including floods. El Nino cycles have occurred for 
centuries, but some scientists believe they will become more frequent and 
will intensify as the world warms. 
 
Scientists from the University of Michigan and the University of Barcelona 
analyzed 70 years of data on cholera prevalence in Bangladesh, finding an 
association between cholera incidence and increasingly intense El Nino 
events that began in 1980. Statistical modeling by scientists at the 
University of Santiago de Compostela in Spain found a correlation between 
the pattern of pathogenic vibrio infections in Peru with El Nino events, a 
relationship experts suspect may be responsible for a massive cholera 
outbreak in Peru that occurred during El Nino events in 1991. 
 
Predicted changes to the climate thanks to global warming may intensify 
these effects. A 2003 WHO study warned that predicted warming of African 
lakes, such as Lake Tanganyika, may increase the risk of cholera 
transmission among local people, and that countries such as Tanzania, 
Kenya, Guinea-Bissau, Chad, Somalia, Peru, Nicaragua, and Honduras — 
which suffered major cholera outbreaks after heavy rains in 1997 — may 
face more cholera epidemics as the climate changes. 
 
Climate change-driven storms, flooding, and heavy rainfall may lead to the 
spread of cholera in other ways, too. “Extreme weather events can lead to 
a breakdown in sanitation, sewage treatment plants, water treatment 
systems,” says Colwell. “And indeed, because the bacteria are part of the 
natural environment, we could again begin to see epidemics of cholera in 
the U.S. and in Europe that we haven’t seen in almost a hundred years.” 
 
Climatic and hydrological changes lead to cholera outbreaks by creating 
the ecological conditions in which cholera vibrios thrive. While Vibrio 
cholerae has been found free-living in aquatic environments, and clinging 
to fish, insects, and waterfowl, they are most often found in association 
with widely dispersed zooplankton called copepods. The vibrios attach to 
the carapace and guts of copepods, where they replicate and ultimately 
cover the surface of the female copepod’s egg sack. 
 
Warm, nutrient-rich water helps promote cholera vibrio growth because it 
leads to phytoplankton blooms, and within a week or two, corresponding 
spikes in copepods and other zooplankton that feed on phytoplankton. 
Droughts can promote the growth of cholera vibrios by increasing salinity 
in local waters, which helps Vibrio cholerae attach to copepods, while 
floods help distribute the bacteria more widely. Climatic and 
environmental changes may alter the local species composition of 
copepods, some of which may play a bigger role in hosting cholera vibrio 
than others, says Colwell’s collaborator, the microbiologist Anwar Huq. 
 
The scientific debate over the relative role of the environment in shaping 
cholera recently flared into political controversy in the wake of the 
devastating outbreak in Haiti. Enraged rioters in Haiti blamed the United 
Nations’ Nepalese peacekeepers and leaky sewage pipes at their camps for 
contaminating the country with cholera.  



 
Experts such as Harvard’s Waldor agree. “This strain [in Haiti] came from 
very, very far away,” Waldor says. He was part of a team that found 
genetic similarities between the strain of cholera in Haiti and ones in 
South Asia. “If you have the same genomic sequence in two different 
places like continents, the most likely explanation is that human beings 
brought one strain to the next,” Waldor says. “That goes back hundreds of 
years in the history of cholera. Ships from one part of Asia brought it 
elsewhere... It was spread by humans.” 
 
Colwell doesn’t think so. “To ascribe outbreaks solely to introductions 
externally is not what modern ecological data tell us,” she says. “The data 
we’re gathering for the last 40 years show that these bacteria are part of a 
natural aquatic environment, and the molecular genetic evidence now 
accumulating is pretty convincing that the outbreaks are local. You can 
have it introduced, but the big outbreaks are generally local.” 
 
In Haiti, Colwell says, the earthquake washed silt and limestone into the 
river system, creating the nutrient-rich, alkaline conditions that cholera 
vibrios thrive in, just as an extremely warm summer set in. Rising 
concentrations of cholera bacteria coincided with an explosion of 
malnourished refugees with little access to treated water. It’s a series of 
events that has triggered cholera outbreaks before, she says. 
 
Colwell points out that the genetic analysis of the strain in Haiti is 
complicated by the fact that cholera vibrio are genetic rogues, with many 
mobile elements in their genomes, and the Haiti strain, while genetically 
similar to a South Asian strain, is also similar to one found in East Africa. 
According to Colwell, more research will be required to unravel the true 
origins of Haiti’s cholera. The trouble is that the very idea of 
environmentally driven outbreaks “is resisted by the medical community,” 
she says. “But this is new data. And it is typical, when you produce a new 
hypothesis, it takes years for acceptance.” 
 
“Physicians are not trained in ecology,” says Colwell, who has taught in 
medical schools. And yet, “in the twenty-first century of emerging disease, 
the source is the environment, and animals in the environment... 
Epidemiology really needs to take into account the ecology of microbial 
systems.” 
 
That’s not to say that the old truths don’t still hold true. “This is a disease 
of poverty,” says Islam. The solution, he says, is simple: Clean drinking 
water, good sanitation, and vaccines prevent the disease, and prompt 
rehydration treatment and antibiotics cure it. 
 
But with the environment changing, the disease on the move, and poverty 
still entrenched in many parts of the world, “cholera cannot be defeated 
by medicine alone,” he adds. “We need a new approach.”  
www.zcommunications.org 

 

Letter from Israel: Some comments on the situation in Egypt 

 
 

 
 

Mordechai Peargut 24 February 2011  
 
We received this letter which gives a taste of how the events in Egypt are 
viewed in Israel. It also explains that faced with the threat of a general 
strike called by the Histadrut, Netanyahu, once he had seen the events in 
Egypt, very quickly stepped in and made some significant concessions to 



avert the strike. It shows that Israel, like all other countries has its class 
divisions, something the Zionist ruling class would like to hide from view. 
 
Dear Editor, 
During the Tahrir Revolution, one dissenting voice was that of Israel's, in 
the sense that it's government did not come out against Mubarak. Israel 
likes to boast that it is the only democracy in this region, and if truth be 
told it would like it to stay that way. For Israel's government, dealing with 
totalitarian regimes is much easier than dealing with democracies. 
 
During the upheaval in Egypt (not that I'm saying it has finished) all Israelis 
that were interviewed would always mention the Muslim Brotherhood. 
Even when it was pointed out to them that they had not started the 
revolution, and were not very prominent in the goings on in the Square, 
the retort was "look at Iran". The difference with Iran was the revolution 
there had a "leader", as you well know. 
 
Today in Haaretz the question was asked "Why no revolution in Israel?". 
Well the Histadrut had announced a General Strike to take place next 
month before what happened in Cairo. Netanyahu, after seeing what was 
going on in Egypt quickly stepped in to thwart the planned strike with an 
increase of the minimum wage by 450 Shekels a month. The minimum 
wage is at present 3,800 Shekels Us$1000 or approximately £600 (pounds 
sterling). This increase, if approved by the cabinet, will be for public 
sector workers only. The private sector has virtually no rights left any 
more. Also decreases in the price of petrol and water rates were 
announced, but not diesel. The latter is very significant, because this 
affects the price of food. Food has always been relatively cheap here. But 
lately the prices have soared. The price of water has also increased simply 
because Israel has been in a drought situation for some years, and this has 
also contributed to the price of food going up, and the quality. The 
changes proposed by the Prime Minister still have to be approved by the 
cabinet, as the Israeli governments are always true coalitions - not the 
elephant and mouse type you have in the UK at present - a lot of wrangling 
will take place before these changes will pass if indeed they will. 
 
During the demonstrations in Egypt the Histadrut tried to arrange several 
demonstrations in various towns across Israel, but hardly anyone turned 
up. 
 
Regarding the Egypt situation vis-a-vis Israel, well we have a period of 
grace of a some few months. No doubt Israeli officials will be in contact 
with the present rulers in Egypt, and as they are military men, as are most 
of Israel's top politicians, they will find a common language. Time will tell 
of course what will be the outcome, and if the generals in Egypt will hold 
elections, or maybe they will get used to being in power, and keep putting 
off elections. This of course is what Israel would like especialy as some in 
the Egyptian opposition have voiced intentions to renegotiate the Israel-
Egypt Camp David peace accords. I'm also pretty sure that Jerusalem will 
make it very clear to both Cairo and Washington that it will not tolerate 
any government that may arise in Egypt that will in Israel's estimation pose 
any threat to Israel. I'm not talking about war between the two countries, 
but help to Hamas or any other organization that Israel would term 
terrorist would be considered unacceptable. Although Egypt has been 
rearmed by the US with weapons of either the same type or quality that 
Israel has, it is still no match for Israel, and I'm sure after 30 years of no 
war neither side wants to return to a "War Situation", as the Americans 
would put it. 
 
I found your article on the Egyptian military very informative, especially 



the bit about the Egyptian soldiers not being supplied with bullets for their 
guns. We only have Al Jazeera in Arabic here. I watch the BBC. We also 
have SKY, FOX News (that I don't watch) France 24 in English, and CNN, 
and it was well covered by Israeli TV. Unfortunately Israeli reporters, as 
well as other foreign reporters, were set upon by thugs. And this morning I 
read that a lady reporter for CBS was beaten and sexually assaulted. It was 
an event that I never thought I would see. 
 
And all this was started by a poor boy who set himself alight in Tunisia, 
who's name we have now forgotten. 
 
Comradely regards, 
Mordechai Peargut 
www.marxist.com 

 

The Pharaohs of India 

 
 

 
 

Can India be inspired by Egypt? 
Satya Sagar 24 February 2011 
 
When will the Indian public rise up by the millions against its corrupt rulers 
a la Egypt or Tunisia? When will the Indian sub-continent witness a mass 
upsurge against exploitation of the majority by a decadent minority elite? 
How long will the Indian people continue to put up with rising prices, 
grinding poverty, rampant disease and loot of the country by its leaders? 
 
These are some of the questions being repeatedly asked by thousands of 
Indians clued into international news, in universities, colleges on internet 
chat sessions ever since the inspiring winds of change started blowing in 
the Arab world early this year.  
 
The questions are quite natural, given the great discontent that has been 
swelling up among the people of India for many years now. Problem is, 
they may be way off the mark in their hopes about what is happening in 
the Arab world as also their understanding of what India is really all about. 
 
To begin with, though there is no doubt the ouster of dictators from both 
Egypt and Tunisia are historical events; it is too early to say whether they 
are really revolutions that will transform the lives of their ordinary folk. 
The devil as they say lies in the details and doubts remain as to what the 
current upheaval will mean in specific terms of social welfare or 
democratic and political rights.  
 
In both countries for example the transition to new regimes have been 
quite carefully orchestrated by the military, the same institution holding 
power behind the previous one. The history of betrayal of revolutions by 
clever generals spouting populist rhetoric, while forging a new 
dictatorship, is too long in the region for anyone to forget. 
 
Secondly, the United States has welcomed the changes in both countries, 
another bad sign, given the evil role it has played in propping up one 
dictator after the other in the region. US politicians championing ‘Liberty 
and freedom’, have as much credibility as say MacDonald’s promoting a 
healthy and balanced diet. The truth is that Uncle Sam does not mind – as 
Henry Kissinger’s colourfully put it once- any bastard in power as long as it 
is ensured he is ‘our bastard’.  
 



Thirdly, even if Egypt and Tunisia transform into liberal democracies with 
regular elections, separation of powers between the legislature, executive 
and judiciary at best they will start looking like the many democracies in 
the developing world. As long as the rules governing accumulation and 
inheritance of wealth are not radically changed to ensure more equitable 
distribution of resources, power too will always remain concentrated in a 
few hands. 
 
If the protestors in Arab world are not careful and persistent enough the 
danger is they could in fact become like India, the world’s ‘biggest 
democracy’! What that really means, we will come to a bit later, but first 
a recounting of modern Indian history. 
 
India’s own big, united national movement against concentrated despotism 
happened during the time of their fight against British colonial rule. The 
presence of a single, identifiable enemy helped to mobilise a diverse range 
of forces around the sub-continent, even though the tragic Partition of 
India and Pakistan underscored its great weaknesses too. 
 
The momentum of that grand struggle spawned the trappings of Indian 
democracy capped by a liberal and progressive Constitution, something 
that the Egyptians and Tunisians are demanding now. There can be no 
doubt about the importance and achievements of the Indian anti-colonial 
movement but all that is well and truly over now. 
 
In the past six decades since Independence, slowly but steadily, every 
modern democratic institution in the country has now been shorn of its 
original intent or values, degraded and even destroyed by a deadly 
marriage between unprincipled politics and ill-gotten wealth. A marriage 
brokered by the vast state machinery of the Indian bureaucracy and police 
and guaranteed by the third largest standing army in the world.  
 
The educated Indian middle-classes, who could be the guardians of liberal 
democracy, are too busy feasting at this Big Fat Wedding reception of 
business and power to take notice. It is an unscrupulous gluttony paid for 
through the looting of ordinary Indian people, who don’t get even the 
leftovers of this orgy and suffer endlessly, often living inhuman lives or 
simply curl up and die.  
 
Many are protesting too and what is paradoxical is that while the Indian 
masses may not be together in one big national movement, everywhere 
you see people also continuously protesting against such despotism. 
Whether it is movements against land grab by corporations, dysfunctional 
governments, regional discrimination or oppression of ethnic, religious and 
linguistic minorities the Indian public is in permanent but scattered revolt. 
 
They have no single target to vent their ire upon because the targets are 
too many in a vast and diverse country like India, which is the size of many 
Egypts and Tunisias put together. There are not one but hundreds of 
Pharaohs like Hosni Mubaraks and Ben Alis strewn all around the nation, 
each running his or her own despotic fiefdom of business or politics or 
feudal control.  
 
The surface competition among these various Pharaohs as they fight over 
the loot gives ordinary citizens some space between the legs of the 
dinosaurs and the illusion that there is still some democracy left in the 
country. Look around carefully though and what you will find are multiple 
cartels of politicians, businessmen, feudal lords and state officials 
scratching each other’s backs while saving each other’s ass too.  
 



This is what Indian democracy has become, a coalition of homegrown 
colonialists fighting over an inherited Empire but carefully ensuring 
complete impunity to each other. Not a single important politician or 
businessman or bureaucrat in modern India has ever gone to prison for 
corruption or cheating the public of their resources or for that matter 
organizing murderous riots repeatedly.  
 
At the same time India’s 1356 prisons are bursting at their seams, 
overcrowded beyond capacity with over 384,753 prisoners, as per 2008 
figures of the National Bureau of Crime. Of these a whopping two thirds 
are undertrials, the highest proportion of such prisoners anywhere in the 
world, indicating a complete collapse of our criminal justice system.  
 
Most of these are from the Dalit, Adivasi and Muslim communities 
underscoring the racist and discriminatory nature of the current Indian 
Empire. As Dr Binayak Sen, the well-known health and human rights 
activist, has pointed out Dalits and Adivasis are also the biggest sufferers 
of the millions of deaths due to malnutrition that take place in the country 
every year.  
 
So on top of everything else Indian rulers are also guilt of nothing less than 
a silent, ongoing genocide, which the world has turned a blind eye to. That 
Dr Sen is right now in prison, ‘convicted’ by a Raipur sessions court for 
‘sedition’ and denied bail by the Chhattisgarh High Court is testimony to 
the hazards that dissidents in India face today for speaking truth to power. 
 
The political trial and conviction of Dr Sen itself, condemned globally, also 
underscores the rot in the Indian judiciary, which forms the very core of 
our democracy. With a few honorable exceptions the country’s judiciary 
has been reduced to a bunch of folks who have neither head, nor heart, 
nor conscience, as they slavishly turn the creaking wheels of a colonial 
legal apparatus for the benefit of their business and political patrons 
 
So how and when will India change and what does it mean to be inspired 
by the mass revolts in Egypt, Tunisia or elsewhere against despotism? The 
answers are not easy as the sheer size and diversity of the Indian 
subcontinent means the list of grievances and demands is also bound to be 
long and varied.  
 
But it is possible and indeed imperative to find common grounds for 
coming together in a nationwide movement also. The themes of this united 
front have to be economic and social justice, respect for the demands of 
India’s diverse nationalities, an end to the unholy alliance of business and 
political power and an insistence on turning the Indian state into servants 
of the people instead of the masters they have become now.  
 
To begin with, a good demand would be for immediate implementation, in 
both letter and spirit, of the Indian Constitution. As the only widely agreed 
set of rules to emerge from the Indian freedom movement, safeguarding 
the Constitution is the key to both achieving and deepening Indian 
democracy 
 
Successive Indian government and agencies of the state have been the 
biggest violators of the Constitution and failed to uphold its principles as 
evidenced by the widespread poverty, corruption and abuse of 
fundamental rights in the country. India can indeed be both inspired by 
Egypt or Tunisia and also become a model for their future only when we 
end the impunity of our own Pharaohs and establish a genuinely 
democratic Republic NOW!  
www.zcommunications.org 



 
Satya Sagar is a writer, journalist and public health activist based in New 
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On the YCL congress and the future of communism in South Africa  
Ali Nooshini 22 February 2011  
 
The Young Communist League of South Africa held its 3rd Congress in the 
university town of Mafikeng on December 8-12, 2010. The congress was the 
culminating point of four years of explosive growth and big success for the 
organization that has quickly grown to be a massive force of more than 
56,000 activists. It also brought into sharp focus the conflict between the 
left and right wing within the South African Communists. 
 
More than 2200 hopeful delegates and visitors turned up from all over the 
country to discuss the political situation in the country and the 
perspectives for socialism. It was an impressive turnout by any standard, 
but what none of the participants could have prepared themselves for was 
the disaster that the congress was about to turn into. The agenda of the 
congress was hijacked by bureaucratic manoeuvring, heavy fraud, 
corruption, chaos and violence that ended in police intervening with tear-
gas – methods that have nothing to do with the traditions of Bolshevism. 
But these facts, however disturbing they might seem, overshadow the real 
disaster of the congress – the complete lack of political discussion! 
 
What is a congress? 
For any serious revolutionary organization the congress is an event of 
utmost importance. The main tasks of a congress are not primarily to elect 
a leadership or to move this or that comma in the constitution. The main 
task of the congress of a revolutionary organization is to: 1) Evaluate the 
previous period and the work of the organization, 2) Make an assessment 
of the political situation and 3) On the basis of these discussions to clarify 
how to move forward! Only after these discussions have taken place and a 
decision has been taken on the path to be followed, will the question be 
posed of who is most capable of leading us there? 
 
Of course it is legitimate that there will be differing and indeed conflicting 
views in a congress. At times it might even be necessary to set up factions. 
This is not a bad thing in and of itself. Indeed factions, when necessary, 
can play a positive role. The Bolshevik party itself was formed on the basis 
of years of factional struggles within the Russian Social-Democratic Labour 
Party. But a factional struggle can only play a positive role if it assists in 
clarifying the differences and ideas and thus in raising the political and 
theoretical level of the organization. This, however, was not the case at 
the YCL congress in Mafikeng. 
 
If anything the outcome of the congress further diluted the discussion by 
focusing on personal and organizational matters and not on the pressing 
matters that are haunting the class struggle in South Africa today. 
 
Weak congress = weak organization 
The Mafikeng congress did not fulfil any of the above mentioned tasks. 
Within the two apparent “factions” that emerged at the congress, not 
many of the rank and file could define any of their political positions. 
 



Officially the division was between the YCL general secretary Buti 
Manamela and his then second in command KhayeNkwanyama. Manamela 
on the one side was standing for re-election, and was proposing changes in 
the party constitution to facilitate this. On the other side Nkwanyama was 
challenging him, on the grounds that Manamela was too caught up in 
parliamentary work and that he should leave the leadership of the 
organisation to someone who could devote themselves to the position on a 
full-time basis. But this is a completely secondary and insignificant matter! 
What is important is what Buti Manamela stands for (in or outside of 
parliament) and what alternative Khaye Nkwanyama has to offer. It was 
not clear, at least to most people on the ground, what the challenge was 
really about politically and if there even were political differences. 
 
In any case the congress ended with the re-election of Buti Manamela and 
a leadership that is seemingly fully in tune with him. But does the election 
of Manamela mean that the problems have been resolved? On the contrary! 
 
The class struggle in South Africa is intensifying and what is important to 
analyse is whether the leadership of the SACP and its general secretary 
Blade Nzimande, who is supported by ButiManamela, is moving in the same 
direction as the workers and the youth, who constitute the party’s base 
and membership. But the policies that they are now following were not 
tested in an open democratic discussion at the congress. As long as this 
contradiction remains, the party and the youth will face deeper and 
deeper crises. 
 
Need for a balance sheet 
Almost seventeen years after the fall of the apartheid regime in 1994, it is 
our duty to draw a balance sheet. We must take an honest look at the 
gains and draw the necessary conclusions. 
 
The fall of Apartheid came on top of decades of mass struggle and, 
although the official outcome was a negotiated settlement, the real forces 
behind the concessions were the oppressed masses who against all odds 
stepped up their mobilizations, especially in the years between 1990 and 
1993. Thus, it was the revolutionary force of the masses that won 
bourgeois democracy for the South African masses and not the negotiation 
skills of the ANC leadership. 
 
For the first time in a century, black South Africans enjoyed freedom of 
speech, organization and universal suffrage. The Apartheid regime could 
accept the introduction of democracy as long as the capitalist system was 
preserved. With the introduction of the Sunset clause in the constitution, 
protecting private property, the old regime managed to prevent the 
movement from achieving its socialist aims and aspirations. 
 
Although the introduction of democracy was the greatest victory ever for 
the South African working masses, the introduction of the Sunset clause 
breaking the movement of the masses served society with major obstacles 
for the future. For the working poor democracy is very important, but 
mainly in so far as it facilitates the solving of other problems in life, such 
as unemployment, poverty, racism, etc. But capitalism as a system, even 
with the most humane and democratic face, is not able to solve these 
problems. 
 
This has indeed been confirmed by the state of South African society today 
which is riddled with deep contradictions. It is true that a small group of 
black people have indeed benefitted from the new state of things. A small 
black middle class has been developed and an even smaller group of 
people, especially through the so-called Black Economic Empowerment 



programme, has joined the forces of the capitalist class. But for the great 
bulk of black South Africans life remains a struggle. 
 
We cannot deny that some social concessions have been won by the 
masses, but these concessions are being undermined by the day. For 
instance the households with no access to water fell from 36% in 1994 to 
4% in 2009. Access to sanitation and electricity also improved over the 
same period – the former from 50% to 77% and the latter from 51% to 73%. 
At the same time, however, price hikes and cuts in these utilities have 
caused some of the biggest protests in the country. The fact is that 
although many have won access to these basic utilities, many cannot 
afford them! Almost 1.3 million households, which account for almost 5 
million people, have been experiencing water cut-offs due to non-
payment. 
 
Poverty and unemployment is indeed eating its way into the stomachs of 
South African workers and youth. Despite the great wealth that lies 
beneath the soil of South Africa, the country is placed in the top ten most 
unequal societies in the world according to the Gini coefficient. Almost 
half the population survives on only 8 percent of national income. On the 
other side, in 2009, on average, each of the top 20 paid directors in JSE-
listed companies earned 1728 times the average income of a South African 
worker. 
 
Officially 4.2m people are unemployed. This figure, however, does not 
include 1.7m people who not counted as unemployed since they have been 
pushed permanently out of the labour force. So unofficially, 5.9 million 
workers, that is 31.1% of the population, of working age are unemployed. 
Among the youth the unemployment rate exceeds 70 percent. About a 
quarter of the population lives on less than $1.25 pr. day. 
 
Life under the present system is proving unbearable for millions of people 
who risked their lives in the fight against the apartheid regime. In fact if 
you lightly scratch the surface of the Republic all the old crap is still 
crawling around. For most black South Africans the apartheid regime is still 
very much alive. The fact that in the third quarter of 2010, 29.80% of 
blacks were officially unemployed, compared with 22.30% of coloureds, 
8.60 of Asians and only 5.10% gives a clear indication of the real situation. 
 
All this is going on at the same time as the big corporations and mining 
companies are making colossal profits. Gold prices have more than 
quadrupled in the past decade, going from US$280 in January 2000 to 
US$1370 in January 2011. Still, surface workers on South African mines 
earn roughly R1500 (US$200) per month, while underground workers earn 
R3 000 (US$400) per month, figures which have not changed much since 
2005. 
 
Seventeen years of ANC rule and formal democracy have not changed this 
situation significantly. On the contrary, today since the beginning of the 
world economic crisis in 2008 the situation is worsening by the day as 
unemployment, poverty and inflation are increasing rapidly. 
 
These facts cannot be reduced to bad administration and technical 
incompetence of the ANC governments. The root cause of the plight of the 
workers and poor is the system of capitalism that has reached a historical 
impasse and is unable to develop society or to give any significant 
concessions to the masses. On the contrary, it is forced to attack the 
workers and the poor more viciously than ever. The main mistake of the 
ANC governments is to be found in their belief that the aims of the 
National Democratic Revolution – a political programme with the aim of 



combating racism, unemployment, poverty and other social issues – could 
be achieved within the capitalist system. 
 
The figures listed above give us an idea of the stress and frustrations that 
the workers have to deal with every day in order to make a living. Their 
experience becomes even more bitter as the hopes they had for the future 
under an ANC government slowly begin to shatter. 
 
The workers are realizing the impasse they face under capitalism, not by 
reading Marx’s Capital or the Communist Manifesto, but through their daily 
struggles for housing, electricity, water, jobs, wages and equality. These 
facts are now becoming clear to wide layers of the working masses. Pushed 
forward by their own plight and disgusted with the obscene wealth of a 
small group of capitalists and corrupt government officials, the workers 
are becoming increasingly radicalized. 
 
The South African working class has a long revolutionary tradition. In the 
last 60 years we have seen an almost uninterrupted series of mass 
movements. But the ANC, upon reaching power, postponed all talk about 
socialism to a distant future, while arguing that all the forces should be 
mobilized to consolidate bourgeois democracy. 
 
But now that bourgeois democracy has been achieved, it is clear that none 
of the fundamental problems have been solved. In fact the situation for 
the millions is not even improving. The reason for this is that the capitalist 
system as a whole, long ago ceased playing any progressive role. Today, 
especially since the beginning of the world economic crisis, it is unable 
tolerate even the minimal concessions granted in the boom period of 1995-
2008. Therefore the workers and youth have no other option than to turn 
against the capitalism system as a whole. This is also reflected in the sharp 
rise in Communist Party membership that has grown from almost 20,000 in 
2002 to more than 110,000 today. 
 
The question of nationalizations 
This deep radicalisation that is taking place has also been reflected in the 
recent call of the ANC Youth League to nationalize the mines. This is an 
extremely positive development. But instead of putting the party at the 
head of such a campaign and giving it a revolutionary leadership, the 
leadership of the SACP has opposed it with its full might. In his speech at 
the YCL congress Blade Nzimande, the general secretary of the SACP said: 
 
“The unfortunate part is that some of us in the working class, when this 
call about the nationalization of mines was made we jumped onto it and 
said yes the left has always been calling for this, we support it. 
 
“Be warned, the working class does not behave in that manner. If you 
catch a bus that has written its destination is Johannesburg Park Station 
and you simply jump in without checking driver and conductor, you may 
find yourself in trouble. The bus may be written Johannesburg Park 
Station, but the driver may have another intention. What is the intention? 
I want us to debate that. 
 
“Some of these calls for nationalization are not genuine but are aimed at 
rescuing the BEE deals that are in debt. Other comrades in COSATU have 
criticized us, we don't mind and we will debate that. But, it is our stance 
as the SACP. Nationalization for what and for who? If you go blindly and 
nationalize the mines today you will actually be nationalizing debt not 
mines. Can you imagine government in the Credit Bureau because they 
nationalized debt thinking they are nationalizing mines?” 
 



Since the beginning of the world economic crisis in 2008, over one million 
South Africans have lost their jobs; the official unemployment rate in the 
country is over 25 %. At the same time trillions of Rands are being 
extracted every year from the mining industries, money that could wipe 
out unemployment and poverty instantly. But the capitalist owners of the 
mines are not interested in this. This fact could not be clearer, especially 
in South Africa. By taking over these companies one could guarantee that 
the profits, which are in fact created by the labour power of the South 
African workers, would benefit the whole of society instead of a small 
group of parasitic capitalists. 
 
A perfect example is Venezuela where there have been widespread 
nationalizations in the oil and cement industries, as well as large parts of 
financial, industrial and commercial companies. This has greatly assisted in 
expanding the public services. For the first time in the history of 
Venezuela illiteracy has been wiped out. At the same time “misiones” have 
been set up to supply free medical and dental care as well as eye surgery 
for hundredsof thousands who could not afford such “luxuries” in the past. 
 
It is true that isolated nationalizations in themselves do not solve anything. 
As we shall see later this indeed is also the case in Venezuela. The real 
problem is the capitalist system, an anarchic system that cannot be tamed 
or controlled consciously. The only way to solve the main problems of 
South African society is to take over the commanding heights of the 
economy and organize them under a democratic plan. The task of the 
Marxists consists in connecting the inadequate programme of isolated 
nationalizations with the full revolutionary programme of expropriation of 
the South African bourgeoisie. 
 
Instead, Nzimande is putting the party in opposition to the ANCYL call for 
nationalizations andthus sowing immense confusion and, more importantly, 
drawing the vanguard of the workers and youth away from the mass of 
workers who correctly see the ANCYL call as progressive and anti-
capitalist. 
 
For 20 years, since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the ideologues capital 
have been very busy trying to bury the whole idea that society can 
function without private property. These same capitalists are now shaking 
in their boots, not just for fear of the mines getting nationalized, but for 
fear of the idea that collective ownership of the means of production can 
actually be seen as an alternative to private property. It is the duty of the 
SACP to support such a call, but at the same time to patiently explain its 
shortcomings. 
 
The excuse that Nzimande has made up in order to go against the call for 
nationalization is that some BEE benefactors who are now stuck in 
bankrupt mines are looking to be bailed out and have the state buy their 
debt. Yes, it might very well be true, that there are some significant 
interests within a part of somebourgeois, who are looking for bailouts and 
who have pushed for it within the ANC structures. This type of corruption 
is not alien in any sense to South Africa and the ANC government that 
Nzimande himself is a part of. But this is still a very bad excuse for coming 
out full-on against nationalizations. 
 
The problem, however, can be solved with the simple demand that the 
nationalizations should take place without compensation for any capitalists 
or with compensation only in the case that the capitalists and bankers 
open their books and prove that they have invested more in the mines than 
they have extracted as profit. But this is a closed book for Nzimande who 
seems determined to oppose the call for nationalization of the mines using 



any excuse. 
 
Nationalizations and a planned economy 
To sow even more confusion Nzimande goes on to talk about nationalizing 
strategic sectors: 
 
“We are going to engage now and undertake research and say, which 
strategic sectors do we want to prioritize? Don't fall for our own rhetoric 
being used to pursue an agenda that in the end is against the interests of 
the working class.” 
 
At first, this demand sounds like a very sober manner to engage in 
nationalizations, but there are serious contradictions and mistakes in the 
statement of the comrade. Does comrade Nzimande mean that the mining 
sector is not a strategic sector? South Africa is one of the greatest mining 
countries in the world. Nearly 90% of the platinum metals on the planet 
are located here as well as 80% of manganese, 73% of chrome, 45% of 
vanadium and 41% of gold. Nearly all other sectors in the South African 
economy are partially or completely dependent on this sector. If this is not 
a strategic sector, what is? How can the expropriation of the capitalist 
parasites in this sector not be in the interest of the masses? 
 
Also an even bigger mistake is the notion underlying the statement, that it 
is not necessary to nationalize the commanding heights of the economy, 
but only the “strategic” parts of it. 
 
Again here Venezuela come sin useful to highlight this point. Although 
large parts of the Venezuelan economy are in the hands of the state, the 
main levers are still in the hands of the capitalists who are doing 
everything they can to sabotage the revolutionary process. On the one side 
we see many examples of blatant sabotage in the withholding of raw 
materials and disruptions in distribution. At the same time, investments 
have collapsed and what we are witnessing is a full blown strike of capital 
lead by the banks and the big capitalists. The result in Venezuela is quite a 
severe economic crisis. Unemployment and inflation are rising and all the 
rights that the masses have conquered are thus being undermined. For real 
revolutionaries this must be the final proof that it is utopian to try to tame 
capitalism or build working class influence within it, just as it is utopian to 
think one can gradually build socialism within Capitalism. 
 
Besides the sabotage of the Venezuelan capitalists, investments on a 
global level have plunged. The full burden of the world economic crisis is 
being unloaded onto the shoulders of the working class, not (only) because 
the capitalists are nasty individuals, but because the system of capitalism 
does not leave any other way out. Capitalism, with a small group of 
capitalists controlling the means of production but at the same time 
competing against each other, is an anarchic system that cannot be 
controlled by anyone. Only a planned economy can solve these 
contradictions and utilise the immense potential of South African society. 
 
The market economy must be abolished and replaced by a socialist 
planned economy. But you cannot plan what you do not control and you 
cannot control what you do not own. Thus we must say that it is utopian to 
think it is possible to cure any of the diseases caused by capitalism 
(unemployment, poverty, racism and corruption) if you do not take over 
control of the commanding heights of the economy and organize them 
under a centralized democratic plan. By taking over the economy, it would 
be fully possible to raise wages significantly and introduce the 35-hour 
work week thus wiping out poverty and unemployment. The profits of the 
companies can thereby also be used to develop industry, science and 



society on the basis of the needs of the majority as opposed to today 
where the wealth is either channelled out of the country or remains in the 
pockets of a tiny minority. 
 
This is as applicable in Venezuela, as in South Africa today. Capitalism is in 
a dead end and only a socialist revolution can solve the main problems 
facing the masses. Therefore a truly Marxist position on the call for 
nationalization of the mines would be to firstly give the call full support 
and set up a campaign to mobilize around it, but at the same time to 
connect the demand to the need for socialism by patiently explaining the 
limits of isolated nationalisations to the workers and youth. We must 
explain that the only sustainable solution is to take over the commanding 
heights of the economy, place all nationalized companies under workers’ 
control and finally organize the economy under a centralised democratic 
plan. 
 
The question of the state 
For Marxists the question of the state is a very important one. In South 
Africa this question is becoming a focal point for many, as the workers are 
increasingly meeting firm resistance from the state’s repressive forces 
when they engage in struggles for decent living conditions. 
 
In a speech at the 7th national congress of SADTU, Blade Nzimande said 
the following about the subject: 
 
“What is the state in terms of our own scripts? A state is an instrument of 
the oppression of one class by the other. In a capitalist system generally 
the character of the state is an instrument of the capitalist class to 
oppress the working class so that it is super exploitive. Under socialism, 
the state becomes an instrument of the working class initially to oppress 
the attempts by a defeated bourgeoisie to come back. 
 
“But, an interesting discussion that we need to be having - because the 
congress is also a political school – is about the character of the South 
African state today? We live in a capitalist society. Of course, our scripts 
do say that states are never fixed things. They are sites of struggle and 
they are contested. Our own state is a site of intense class struggle. Let 
me give you an example which is small but important. The DA is trying to 
use the fact that it is in parliament to try and pass a law that if there is 
violence or damage during a strike a trade union must be charged and be 
asked to pay. Of course we don't want destruction. Our strikes and 
marches and demonstrations are overwhelmingly peaceful. Why is the DA 
saying that? That is a sure route to destroy the trade union movement in 
this country because it would be easy, for example if SADTU is on strike, 
for elements to be planted in the vicinity to cause destruction. Then SADT 
U would be sued and eventually bankrupted due to this. 
 
“We want to say to the DA, forget about what you are trying to do you are 
not going to get this legislation. The African National Congress is the 
majority party. Don't try to please your masters at the expense of the 
progressive trade union movement in this country. Sozebayithole! (you 
will never get it) That's part of the class struggle. It's part of class 
contestation of the state, therefore when we say build working class 
power in the state, amongst other things, it means build strong public 
sector unions.” 
 
He summarized these same views very clearly in the address to the YCL 
congress in Mafikeng when he said: “we must build working-class 
hegemony within the state. If the working class leaves the state, other 
classes will take over” 



 
The logic of comrade Nzimande’s argument is clear, it is an argument for 
participation in the parliament, government and other state structures in 
order to stave off reactionary laws. Of course as Marxists we are not 
opposed to participation in the parliament. Also we are the staunchest 
defenders of every single reform that can be won through the state 
institutions. In fact, Marx and Engels greatly acknowledged the work of the 
German Social-Democrats (that is, before the party degenerated) in 
parliament. Also the Bolsheviks greatly utilized parliament in their work. 
On certain occasions Lenin even made it a principled point to participate 
in the Duma and the Duma elections. But for Marx, Engels and Lenin 
parliament was not an institution through which the working class could 
achieve “hegemony” over the state but exactly the opposite. 
 
For Lenin work in a bourgeois parliament was important because it 
provided an opportunity to the Bolsheviks to approach the broader 
movement of the masses – who still had illusions in capitalism, its 
institutions and their ability to decisively solve their pressing problems – to 
shatter their illusions in capitalism with its nation state, private property 
etc! But not for a second did it mean that they themselves shared these 
illusions. 
 
Firstly, this was because as long as the main economic levers are in private 
hands this will not allow for the free development of society according to 
the needs of the working class – no matter how much it controls a state – 
and, secondly, because the whole nature of the bourgeois state, as a tool 
for the oppression of the working class by the capitalists, would not allow 
it. After the experience of the Paris Commune, Marx, Engels and Lenin 
explained extensively that it was impossible for the proletariat to take 
hold of the readymade state apparatus and use it for the benefit of the 
revolutionary proletariat: 
 
In his masterpiece “State and the Revolution”, that all communists should 
study carefully, Lenin writes: 
 
“The only ‘correction’ Marx thought it necessary to make to the 
Communist Manifesto he made on the basis of the revolutionary 
experience of the Paris Commune. (…) 
 
“... One thing especially was proved by the Commune, viz., that 'the 
working class cannot simply lay hold of the ready-made state machinery 
and wield it for its own purposes'.... (…) 
 
“Most characteristically, it is this important correction that has been 
distorted by the opportunists, and its meaning probably is not known to 
nine-tenths, if not ninety-nine-hundredths, of the readers of the 
Communist Manifesto. We shall deal with this distortion more fully 
farther on, in a chapter devoted specially to distortions. Here it will be 
sufficient to note that the current, vulgar ‘interpretation’ of Marx's 
famous statement just quoted is that Marx here allegedly emphasizes the 
idea of slow development in contradistinction to the seizure of power, 
and so on. 
 
“As a matter of fact, the exact opposite is the case. Marx's idea is that 
the working class must break up, smash the ‘ready-made state 
machinery’, and not confine itself merely to laying hold of it. 
 
“On April 12, 1871, i.e., just at the time of the Commune, Marx wrote to 
Kugelmann: 
 



"‘If you look up the last chapter of my Eighteenth Brumaire, you will find 
that I declare that the next attempt of the French Revolution will be no 
longer, as before, to transfer the bureaucratic-military machine from one 
hand to another, but to smash it [Marx's italics--the original is 
zerbrechen], and this is the precondition for every real people's revolution 
on the Continent. And this is what our heroic Party comrades in Paris are 
attempting." (NeueZeit, Vol.XX, 1, 1901-02, p. 709.)[2] (The letters of 
Marx to Kugelmann have appeared in Russian in no less than two editions, 
one of which I edited and supplied with a preface.) 
 
“The words, ‘to smash the bureaucratic-military machine’, briefly express 
the principal lesson of Marxism regarding the tasks of the proletariat 
during a revolution in relation to the state. And this is the lesson that has 
been not only completely ignored, but positively distorted by the 
prevailing, Kautskyite, ‘interpretation’ of Marxism!” 
 
In these lines it is clear to all that neither Lenin nor Marx had any illusions 
in the possibility of achieving working class “hegemony”over the bourgeois 
state. Lenin also further explained: 
 
“On the other hand, the ‘Kautskyite’ distortion of Marxism is far more 
subtle. ‘Theoretically’, it is not denied that the state is an organ of class 
rule, or that class antagonisms are irreconcilable. But what is overlooked 
or glossed over is this: if the state is the product of the irreconcilability 
of class antagonisms, if it is a power standing above society and 
“alienating itself more and more from it", it is clear that the liberation of 
the oppressed class is impossible not only without a violent revolution, 
but also without the destruction of the apparatus of state power which 
was created by the ruling class and which is the embodiment of this 
“alienation”.” (Lenin – State and the Revolution). 
 
For Marxists, the state is essentially an organ of class oppression. An organ 
formed of armed bodies of men, i.e. the police, military, prisons, etc. Its 
roots lie in the irreconcilable division of society into classes. Far from 
being under the control of the masses, who every 4-5 years may be granted 
the right to elect a few representatives connected to it, it is loyal and 
connected through a thousand ways to the capitalist class and finance 
capital, that is in no manner under the influence of anyone but its owners. 
As soon as the rule of capital seems in any way threatened the whole 
weight of the bureaucratic state apparatus will unite and try to 
undermine, sabotage and finally crush the movement threatening it. 
 
Again the Venezuelan revolution provides us with many recent examples 
and experiences. While Hugo Chavez, pushed and supported by the 
movement of the masses, has been taking steps towards nationalizations 
and the raising of the living standards of the masses, the state bureaucracy 
is proving to be a massive pillar in support of the counter-revolution. We 
can see this in the nationalized companies which are experiencing 
sabotage in the form of delays, lack of coordination, lack of response from 
state officials, etc. It is also clear during workers’ struggles, such as the 
Mitsubishi strike about a year ago, how the whole regional state apparatus 
placed its weight behind the multinational company that was trying to oust 
the striking workers from the factory and in the act killing a union militant 
as well. Widespread corruption and sabotage within the state is now 
becoming a serious threat to the Venezuelan revolution, where the 
working class has perhaps attained the highest degree of “hegemony” 
possible within a capitalist state. This fully confirms the conclusions 
reached by Marx and Engels during the Paris Commune, and later on by 
Lenin. 
 



Dictatorship of the proletariat 
Lenin had no illusions that it was ever possible to win “hegemony” over 
the bourgeois “democratic” state and use it for the benefit of the working 
class. He had no intentions of fighting corruption within the bourgeois 
state by making fancy campaigns or reasoning with people who had 
diametrically opposite objective interests to those of the working class. 
The crucial thing he understood was that the state serves the interests of 
the ruling class, it is not neutral between the classes and that for the 
working class to take power, it cannot simply take over the existing 
capitalist state structures. On the contrary, these must be replaced by a 
workers' state, a workers’ democracy, the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
 
The Bolsheviks, once they had won a majority in the soviets, immediately 
proceeded to dismantle the old state apparatus and the – bourgeois 
democratic – provisional government. Instead power was passed on to the 
workers’ and soldiers’ soviets – councils – that had developed incidentally 
as extended strike committees, but that in the struggle had taken on more 
and more responsibilities in administering society. 
 
The soviets were working organs of representatives directly elected in the 
factories, barracks and working class neighbourhoods. They were to be 
based on the for principles that Lenin had formulated– which were 
incidentally developed as a result of the experience of the Paris Commune: 
 
All officials are to be elected and subject to recall at any time;  
The salaries of all state officials not to exceed an average worker’s wage;  
Abolition of the police, the army and the bureaucracy. The standing army 
to be replaced by the arming of the whole people.  
Gradually a system of rotation must be introduced in the workings of the 
state – when all are bureaucrats none are bureaucrats.  
This is how Lenin viewed the question of the state. In his writings you will 
not find a single word about achieving “hegemony” over the state 
apparatus. 
 
South Africa today 
However, this is not merely a theoretical discussion. How does this apply 
to the current situation in South Africa? After the 1994 elections we had a 
situation where the ANC won the elections and thus formed the new 
government (although at that time it was a Government of National Unity 
including other parties). But, on the one hand, the state structures were 
not fundamentally transformed, and on the other economic power was still 
in the hands of the same handful of (white-owned) monopolies which had 
dominated the highly concentrated structure of the South African economy 
for decades. What this basically means is that we are dealing with a 
capitalist state structure defending the capitalist mode of production. 
 
As we see the masses becoming increasingly disillusioned with capitalism, 
the character of the state is becoming clearer by the day. Especially the 
public sector workers’ strike highlighted this fact clearly. The workers, 
fighting for decent working conditions and a living wage, were met with 
the harshest police repression since the fall of the apartheid regime. 
 
Unemployment, poverty and misery – all the products of capitalism – are 
dragging down the South African working class, but when the workers 
protest they are arrested and oppressed – from the arrest of anti-
electricity cut-off protesters to the eviction of squatters fighting for a 
piece of land to live on. In all these instances the police, a very important 
part of the state apparatus, is used to defend the interests of capital. The 
fact that the ANC and SACP leaders are sitting in government does not 
make any fundamental difference. As long as they are committed to the 



maintenance of the capitalist system of private property, they are no 
threat to the capitalist state in South Africa. 
 
It is true that at different levels a whole new layer of civil servants has 
been appointed who come from the liberation movement. But this is 
something that the ruling class in South Africa can accept as long as their 
fundamental interests and property are not affected or threatened in any 
way. If one morning Zuma were to decide that, for the sake of argument, 
in line with the Freedom Charter, Anglo-American and De Beers were to be 
nationalised under workers' control and run for the benefit of the majority 
of the population, then we would see the state and the capitalist class use 
all the means at their disposal to prevent this from happening. In this 
example we can see the validity of the Marxist theory of the state. 
 
The point for communists must be this: As long as capitalism continues to 
exist, unemployment, poverty and corruption will exist. In South Africa 
this has been proven by the fact that seventeen years of capitalist 
democracy have not solved anything for the masses. In order to solve the 
most basic needs of the masses, what has to be done is to mobilize the 
masses and expropriate the capitalist class by nationalizing the 
commanding heights of the economy under democratic workers’ control 
and management. But the capitalists are not going to accept this and they 
will mobilize the whole weight of the state apparatus against the mass 
movement. Thus, a precondition for victory will be, at a certain point in 
the process, to call for the dismantling of the capitalist state and the 
handing over of power to the organs of mass struggle that the movement 
will undoubtedly throw up. Then the building of a workers’ state, based on 
the neighbourhoods and factories and on the four principles of Lenin can 
begin. 
 
But, as we said, all this seems to be a closed book to comrade Nzimande 
who has his mind firmly fixed on “building working class hegemony” within 
the bourgeois state. 
 
Why (not) socialism? 
In his speech at the YCL congress and on many other occasions Nzimande 
repeatedly talks about the unfavourable balance of forces which makes it 
impossible to move towards socialist revolution immediately. This is used 
as the foremost excuse to introduce such policies as the NDR (National 
Democratic Revolution) and the MTV (Medium Term Vision) that all 
advocate solutions to problems such as unemployment, poverty, lack of a 
good education system, racism and corruption in the here and now – i.e. 
within the limited confines of capitalism – while postponing the concrete 
question of a socialist solution to these problems to a distant future when 
the balance of forces will supposedly be better. 
 
Before we proceed in analysing the balance of forces we need to dedicate 
a paragraph or two to ask comrade Nzimande the following questions: 1. 
how are you going to solve these problems without breaking with 
capitalism and the system of private property? 2. If you believe we can 
solve these questions or even get vaguely close to solving them within the 
framework of capitalist society, then why would the masses need 
socialism? 
 
While we wait for the reply from the comrade, we will proceed to explain 
how Marxists would solve these questions. By expropriating the bourgeoisie 
and nationalizing their assets under workers' control and management we 
could immediately shorten the working week and thus wipe out 
unemployment by sharing out work among all and, at the same time, use 
the profits to raise wages and general living standards through increased 



investments in the fields of education, health, housing and infrastructure. 
 
At the same time the removal of an exploitative capitalist class would 
remove the primary hub of racist policies that aimed at dividing the 
working class, while full employment and raised living standards would 
eradicate want and competition between workers, thus destroying the very 
basis upon which racism in a class society rests. 
 
As for corruption, again we can look at the Bolsheviks who solved it by 
introducing the dictatorship of the proletariat, i.e. a soviet state, and 
workers' control and management in all industries, so all the books were 
open and all positions were elective and subject to recall while no elected 
representative receiving a higher wage than an average worker. While we 
await the reply of the comrade we will continue to look at this concept of 
the “balance of forces”. 
 
The balance of forces 
Although it is never concretely explained as to why and how the “balance 
of forces” always appear to be unfavourable for socialist revolution, 
comrade Nzimande is very fond of this logic. But in what ways is the 
“balance of forces” unfavourable? 
 
Is it because the working class is not willing to struggle? Well that cannot 
be the case. More than 1.3 million workers were engaged in the fiercest 
struggle against the government just a few months ago. These workers 
were more than willing to go as far as fighting with the police in order to 
win their struggle. Also it is now an almost daily event that whole 
townships are rising up to protest against the cutting of the electricity and 
water supply. 
 
Could it then be because the workers are politically backward? But today 
hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of South African workers are in one 
way or another politically active in a party or other organizations. The 
Communist Party and Cosatu have experienced historical growth and 
activity has never been at such a high level. 
 
Could it be because the capitalists are too strong? Capitalism today is going 
through its worst crisis ever covering the entire world and with no end in 
sight. The capitalists have no other option but to attack, not only the 
workers, but all other layers and classes in society including their own 
previous pillars of support. The situation with the South African police 
should be the best proof of this, especially the remarkable announcement 
of support for the public sector workers by the police union during the 
strike and the constant reports of refusal of the police forces to crack 
down on protesters. When the armed bodies of men are no longer 
prepared to actively defend the interests of capital, we can feel the 
ground shaking under the feet of the bourgeoisie. But of course if there is 
no one to offer an alternative, then nothing will change. 
 
Could it be because the class struggle worldwide is at a standstill? Workers 
all over the world are rising to struggle against the injustices of capitalism. 
In Latin America, led by Venezuela and Bolivia, the working masses have 
drawn the most revolutionary conclusions. In Asia there have been 
uprisings in Thailand, Kyrgyzstan, Nepal and even India where several 
areas are in a state of constant civil war. The Middle East and the Arab 
world now stand out as a shining example of what the masses can achieve 
once they are mobilised. We have seen the huge revolutionary movements 
in both Tunisia and Egypt that have led to the overthrow of the hated 
dictators, Ben Ali and Mubarak. In Algeria, Yemen, Jordan and many other 
Arab countries we have seen the signs of a rising tide of revolution. In Iran 



the masses are once more on the move, after the tremendous 
mobilisations in 2009. In The rest of Africa as well we have seen big 
movements, especially in Nigeria. Even in Europe we see that the workers 
are starting to move. Led by France and Greece one country after another 
has been shaken and more movements are on the way. A socialist 
revolution in South Africa would immediately win the sympathy of these 
movements and show the way forward for millions of workers and poor 
who are fed up with the workings of capitalism. A revolution in South 
Africa would not be an isolated incident, but would immediately connect 
with the workers of the rest of the world. 
 
Balance of power in 1917 
The Bolsheviks came to power in what today's reformists would consider 
the most unfavourable conditions ever. Russia in 1917 was a very backward 
country where the majority of the country was living in distant and 
isolated areas in the most backward conditions. Reading and writing was a 
luxury for the few and religious prejudices ruled the mindset of the 
majority of people. More than 90% of the population were peasants and 
industry was only located in a few small centres. The working class, 
although very concentrated, had a very low degree of organization. 
 
Furthermore, the Bolshevik party was in a very bad shape. At the end of 
1916 the Bolsheviks had been practically dissolved under the hammer 
blows of repression and war. Lenin, who was living in Switzerland, was in 
contact with no more than a handful of people inside the country. In an 
era of no emails or internet the best leaders of the party were completely 
isolated from the masses. 
 
Even after the February revolution in 1917 the Bolsheviks did not have 
more than 5% support within the soviets. Not once, however, did Lenin 
mention any “unfavourable balance of forces”. The only thing that Lenin 
did criticize was the political line that Kamenev and Stalin had put forward 
in the party paper Pravda that argued for a line of loyal opposition towards 
the provisional (bourgeois) government. 
 
Lenin’s line, that also became the line of the Bolsheviks upon his return, 
was that of no trust in the bourgeois democratic government or state and 
all power to the organs of mass struggle – the soviets. Lenin’s tactic was 
that of patiently explaining to the masses in Russia that the question of 
war, poverty and land could not be solved in a bourgeois society, but only 
through another, socialist, revolution. In this manner the Bolsheviks 
succeeded in connecting the daily struggles of the masses with the 
perspective for socialism. They never tried to sow illusions in the bourgeois 
state or claim that poverty and misery could be solved under a capitalist 
regime. 
 
On the contrary, they insisted on explaining patiently that only by taking 
power into their own hands, through the soviets, expropriating the 
bourgeoisie, nationalising the banks and large insurance companies and 
building society on a socialist basis could the workers and peasants escape 
the endless horrors of capitalism. 
 
By being firm in their policies they managed to win over the majority of 
the masses who were quickly becoming disillusioned with the policies of 
the provisional government led by the “Social-Revolutionary” Kerensky. 
 
Did anyone raise opposition to the Bolsheviks taking power? Indeed! Russia 
was put under heavy economic pressure and was attacked by more than 21 
armies who had the support of all the major powers. On the other side the 
Red Army was hopelessly backward with old weapons in bad shape and no 



more than one weapon for every two soldiers. How did the red army, led 
by Trotsky, overcome this? By appealing to the soldiers who were 
themselves oppressed workers and peasants. By appealing to the soldiers 
not to attack their brothers and sisters they not only provoked mass mutiny 
thus causing the armies to withdraw, but they also laid the basis for the 
creation of mass communist parties in all parts of the world. 
 
How to win the masses in South Africa 
In South Africa today the situation is a thousand times more favourable 
than in Russia in 1917. The working class, the majority of which are quite 
well educated, is incomparably larger and gathered in large cities. The 
Communist Party is a sizeable force and has great influence. There is a 
large trade union federation with very revolutionary traditions and a large 
active working class base. At the same time the masses have shown that 
they are willing to fight. This is not just true today, but a historical fact. 
Since 1948, there have been very few years without big mass movements 
in South Africa. 
 
However, what is needed is for the Communist Party to develop a clear 
programme that links up the daily day struggles of the masses with the 
perspective of socialism. When the people in the townships protest against 
the cutting of water and electricity it is the duty of the communists to 
participate and generalize their struggle by spreading it to other areas and 
linking it up with other struggles and by also explaining that the root cause 
of all these problems is the capitalist system, thereby linking their struggle 
with the struggle for socialism. In this manner the Communist Party would 
be able to place itself at the head of these struggles and give them an 
organized expression. This is how the party can mobilize the working class 
and thus change “the balance of forces”. 
 
What one should NOT do is to accuse striking workers, who are defending 
themselves against police crackdowns, of being counter-revolutionary. The 
public sector workers' strike was an amazing opportunity for the SACP to 
place itself at the head of the South African working class. More than 1.3 
million workers were out on strike and hundreds of thousands more were 
ready to join in. Like the YCL, the SACP should have given the strike full 
support. And not only that, the party should have started a national 
campaign for a general strike in defence of the workers who were beaten 
and murdered by the police forces. By mobilizing the whole working class 
the reasonable demands of the workers could easily have been won and 
the party would have clearly presented itself as an alternative to the 
reformist ANC government. If the party had presented itself as a clear 
alternative on a socialist basis an even greater victory would have been 
prepared than that of simply winning higher wages. 
 
But as we all know that is not what happened. In fact the behaviour of the 
party leadership greatly disillusioned a wide layer with the party and thus 
it turned the “unfavourable balance of forces” statement into a self-
fulfilling strategy. As long as the leadership of the class is not willing to 
lead it in its struggles, the balance of forces will never become 
“favourable”. 
 
Independence of the party 
To comrade Nzimande explaining the need for socialist revolution within 
parliament and inside the ANC seems ruled since he has to abide by the 
discipline of the ANC – meaning in effect that he has to obey the petit 
bourgeois reformist leadership of the ANC and not its revolutionary ranks. 
This has pushed some honest comrades to conclude that the SACP must 
therefore withdraw from the tripartite alliance and stand in elections 
independently. 



 
However, this would be a mistake and would not solve the main question – 
the political independence of the party. In fact the events at the 
Polokwane congress of the ANC, where Thabo Mbeki was toppled as leader, 
shows that it is completely possible for the SACP to mobilize the ranks of 
the ANC on a radical basis and thus win the political leadership of the 
organization. 
 
The Bolshevik party worked in many different organizations, even in the 
black reactionary state unions. For them the main issue was not which 
organizations to work, but whether there were workers there to win to 
revolutionary socialism, while at the same time maintaining strict political 
independence. 
 
Even when participating in the tsarist Duma they maintained full political 
independence and went as far as they legally could in exposing the 
reactionary character of the tsarist regime. And what they could not 
legally say in public they underlined in writing in their underground 
papers. 
 
For communists one principle must stand above all others. We are 
communists no matter where we are, whether in parliament, government 
or in the ANC, and we must hold to our communist principles. When a 
communist stands for any leading position it is his duty to honestly and 
frankly put forward his Marxist views and not accept any position unless he 
is free to act on those policies. Of course it is permissible at times to take 
some positions for tactical reasons, but only if those positions serve to 
build the party and spread the ideas of communism. 
 
But the manner in which leading communists like Nzimande, Cronin and 
others are now participating in the structures of the ANC, parliament and 
government – that is without an independent communist line – is only 
serving to confuse the masses and drive them away from a party that they 
see as being connected with unemployment, poverty and police 
suppression of workers' struggles. 
 
It should be made completely clear to all the ranks of the ANC that the 
communists are fundamentally different to the other ANC leaders who are 
happy to limit their actions within the confines of the capitalist system. 
This, unfortunately, is not the case today. The vast majority of the masses 
see no fundamental differences between Communist Party and reformist 
ANC leaders. If the communists were seen as a real alternative it would 
provide them with the opportunity of winning over the majority of the ANC 
and thus the masses, who are not at all satisfied with their current 
leaders, to communist policies. 
 
If the Communist Party were to break with the ANC and stand independent 
candidates it would not be the end of the world – although it would be a 
mistake for it would serve to isolate the party from the wider masses – but 
it would not solve the main question, that is, that of political 
independence, as the party would not have solved the key question of 
which programme to put forward. The problem is not the party's presence 
within the ANC, but its lack of a clear, revolutionary socialist programme. 
 
The question of leadership 
There are big possibilities for the SACP. To all those comrades who 
complain about the “bad objective situation”, “low consciousness of the 
masses” “unfavourable balance of forces” we must say: in reality the 
situation has never been so favourable as now. If they won't accept our 
words for it they can dust down their history books and study past 



experiences and compare them to what we have today. 
 
The objective conditions for socialism in South Africa are riper than ever 
and the ranks of the SACP are in an incredibly favourable position, but 
what is lacking is a leadership to connect the party with the living 
movement of the workers and lead them towards socialist revolution. 
 
The leadership of the SACP, with Blade Nzimande at its head, have not 
been able to utilize this favourbale situation. The main reason for this is 
the lack of a Marxist understanding. Marxism is not dry formulae, but a 
living guide to action. Without it the comrades have been left groping in 
the dark confusing the ranks and the workers. The result was vividly 
displayed in the catastrophic congress of the YCL in Mafikeng. 
 
What is therefore needed is to fight to reorientate the party, adopt a 
revolutionary Marxist policy and dig roots among the working class. Only 
thus can the party fulfil its full potential. 
 
The alliance at a crossroads 
Seventeen years after the fall of the apartheid regime in 1994, South 
African society is still permeated with deep contradictions. Racism, 
corruption, poverty and unemployment overshadow every aspect of the 
lives of the South African masses. It is becoming ever clearer to a wide 
layer of the workers and the youth that none of these problems can be 
solved within the limits of bourgeois democracy. This is reflected in the 
wide echo, which the call for the nationalization of the mines – taken up 
by the ANC Youth League – has received in the last period. The question of 
“socialism in our lifetime” is now being posed more clearly than ever 
before. 
 
It is also in this context that the Young Communist League and the South 
African Communist Party have witnessed remarkable growth. But as these 
opportunities appear on the horizon, the party’s leadership is failing to live 
up to its historical task. Instead of linking the party up with the workers 
and the youth – and connecting their incomplete programme with the full 
programme of socialism – the comrades are putting the party in opposition 
to the living movement of the workers. This is as true in the debate over 
nationalization as it is in the public sector workers' strike. 
 
Hence the contradictions between the policies of the leadership and the 
aspirations of the membership are increasingly coming to the surface. This 
is not just a phenomenon within the SACP or the YCL, but can be seen 
throughout the tripartite alliance. In all the organizations of the alliance 
we can see sharp divisions emerging in the form of two distinct camps. 
 
One camp, closer to state power, the parliament and the ANC apparatus 
are content with the present order of South African society and are in no 
hurry to take any significant steps against capitalism. The other camp, 
closer to the rank and file, is pushing to move beyond the narrow limits of 
bourgeois democracy. They can feel the increasing pressure of the workers 
who by no means can be satisfied with the present situation. 
 
In fact the latter camp is moving increasingly towards the ideas of Marxism 
and genuine communism. The Communist Party, if it moved forward with a 
bold programme of nationalization of the commanding heights of the 
economy, could win over these layers which today make up the bulk of the 
ANC ranks. But to be able to do this, the Communist Party itself must first 
be rearmed with the ideas of Marxism. 
 
In practise this means that the Marxists within the party must gather 



around a clear revolutionary programme and wage a political struggle to 
win the ranks to the ideas of Marxism and thus place themselves at the 
helm of the party. 
 
The dangers of ultra-leftism and the need for a clear programme 
As the left wing within the alliance grows the leaderships of the ANC and 
the SACP feel pressure to go to extreme lengths to defend their positions 
within the party. These days one report after another tells the tale of 
widespread fraud and bureaucratic manoeuvring at the general assemblies 
at branch, district, regional and national level. 
 
The Mafikeng congress was nothing but a step in this development. It was 
clear from the beginning that Blade Nzimande and Buti Manamela where 
not going to let the party fall into the hands of its left wing. There are 
countless reports of different kinds of fraud; from multiple copies of 
delegate cards to sushi-parties and putting personal pressure on wavering 
comrades. But this could only have an effect so long as Khaye Nkwanyama 
was not posing as a real political alternative in the eyes of the delegates. 
As one talked with Manamela supporters during the congress it was clear 
that they did not have a clear picture of what they were voting for or 
against. 
 
Without a clear programme and a plan of action the left wing have only 
been pushing back with the same methods, with disruptions of meetings, 
putting pressure on comrades to vote in a certain way etc. We must 
honestly say comrades, that these methods only play the 
counterproductive role of lowering the political level of the ranks and 
throwing the ball into the court of the right wing. Our task is not to win a 
rigged congress, which is impossible, but to expose the political 
bankruptcy of the leadership and win the political loyalty of the ranks. 
 
The right wing is quite satisfied in limiting the discussion to organizational 
matters. The left on the other hand, must not allow itself to be bogged 
down in such discussions and insist on political debate. Of course we must 
expose fraud – in a calm manner. But we must first and foremost expose 
the political bankruptcy of the leadership, even if that means on occasion 
tactically giving up the struggle for the recognition of a few delegates. The 
point is this: we want to win the ranks to Marxism by raising their political 
level; we do not need to simply “win” a congress where the issues at stake 
are not clear. 
 
What is needed is to formulate a clear programme of transitional demands 
that can link up the living struggles of the working class with the socialist 
revolution. Once such a programme is formulated it will be received with 
great enthusiasm by the workers and youth who are more than fed up with 
the fog of confusion and deception that has been bedevilling the class 
struggle. 
 
Such a programme could be based on the following: 

•  The People Shall Share in the Country's Wealth! - The mineral wealth 
beneath the soil, the Banks and monopoly industries shall be transferred to 
the ownership of the people as a whole. These enterprises shall operate 
under the control and management of the workers themselves.  

•  Full employment! Shorten the working week to 35 hours with no loss of 
wages. 



•  A living wage! Raise the minimum wage to 10.000 rands a month.  

•  Price controls on basic goods! Introduction of strict price controls for all 
goods such as basic foodstuffs, water and electricity. At the same time a 
law must be introduced banning the cutting off of electricity and water. 

•  Affordable housing for all! All large private property rental companies 
and all empty housing held for speculative purposes should be nationalized 
and turned into affordable and decent housing for the people. The 
construction industry must be nationalized and its resources used to solve 
the housing question within 5 years. Finally rent should not to exceed 20% 
of tenants' income.  

•  Down with racism and sexism! Full equality in legal and in all economical 
spheres, regardless of sex, religion, sexual preference or skin colour. No to 
colour based unions.  

•  Down with corruption and careerism! No officials are to receive higher 
wages than an average workers' wage. Abolish all perks connected to 
public offices.  

•  Workers' leaders on workers’ wages! No comrade occupying party or 
other political positions are allowed to receive more than an average wage 
of a skilled worker. Money or perks received above this level is to be 
handed over to the party. 

•  For a democratic workers' movement! No to cronyism and fraud in party 
and union caucuses, congresses, conferences, etc. For fully democratic 
and honest political discussions as the only way to strengthen our 
organizations.  

•  Once a communist always a communist! All communists occupying any 
political positions must put forward the policies of the Communist Party or 
else resign from their positions.  
For an all-African union of socialist states! The revolution must be spread 
to all of Africa where our brothers and sisters, like ourselves, suffer 
severely under the weight of senile capitalism.  
 
If such a programme were put forward by the left wing, it would receive a 
huge echo. As a consequence we would also see many people changing 
camps. On the one side the great majority of the honest YCL and SACP 
ranks who support the flawed reformists such as Nzimande would see 
clearly the difference between his and a truly revolutionary programme, 
and on the other side the many careerists who presently take refuge within 
the left wing because they have been ousted from the right-wing 
bureaucracy will be forced to either defend a revolutionary programme or 
move elsewhere. 
 
If the left wing were to succeed in transforming itself from a loose 
grouping into a real Bolshevik opposition with a clear programme, the road 
would be open to winning the ranks of the SACP and YCL who yearn for 
consistent socialist policies. Once the Communist Party is armed with 
genuine communist policies it would quickly gather the support of the 
Cosatu membership, ANCYL and the overwhelming majority of the ANC 
itself to put its programme into effect. 
 
The future is ours! 
All forces in South African society are lining up for a showdown between 
the working class and the capitalists. The workers are willing to struggle, 



the youth are massively radicalised, the level of organization is very high 
and rising, the authority of the reformist leaders is in a free fall and the 
bourgeois political parties have been reduced to a small insignificant 
minority with very little influence. There have never been more favourable 
circumstances to mobilize the masses against capitalism. 
 
By taking over the commanding heights of the economy the massive sums, 
that each year are pocketed by the national and international capitalists, 
could be used to raise living standard to unprecedented levels. Life for 
most South Africans would change from being a never ending battle to 
make ends meet to a path for the development of science and human 
culture. Such a revolution would immediately get an echo and become a 
focal point of struggle, not only in Africa but among the workers of the 
whole world and would change the course of world history. 
 
The apologists of capital will of course continue to talk about the 
“unfavourable balance of forces”. However, the workers, once on the 
move would become an unstoppable force. We will let Lenin sum up the 
discussion: 
 
“Until the 'higher' phase of communism arrives, the socialists demand the 
strictest control by society and by the state over the measure of labour 
and the measure of consumption; but this control must start with the 
expropriation of the capitalists, with the establishment of workers' 
control over the capitalists, and must be exercised not by a state of 
bureaucrats, but by a state of armed workers. 
 
“The selfish defence of capitalism by the bourgeois ideologists (and their 
hangers-on, like the Tseretelis, Chernovs, and Co.) consists in that they 
substitute arguing and talk about the distant future for the vital and 
burning question of present-day politics, namely, the expropriation of the 
capitalists, the conversion of all citizens into workers and other 
employees of one huge 'syndicate' – the whole state – and the complete 
subordination of the entire work of this syndicate to a genuinely 
democratic state, the state of the Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' 
Deputies.” 
 
These words are as valid today as they were 92 years ago. The future of 
working people can only be guaranteed by socialism, not because we 
choose socialism. It is not a question of personal choice but one of 
absolute historical necessity. We have full confidence in the South African 
workers and youth and the forces of Marxism that are rapidly growing and 
maturing in the country. 

•  Rearm the Communist Party with communist policies!  
•  Build the Marxist Tendency!  
•  Nationalize the commanding heights of the economy!  
•  Forward to socialist revolution!  
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Australia: Profit system worsens Queensland floods 

 
 Prime Minister Gillard: “Tough choices” making working people pay for 



 
 

the clean up 
Socialist Party (CWI Australia) 22 February 2011 
 
Millions of ordinary Australians have been touched by the heart-wrenching 
scenes from Queensland and have responded with great generosity. The 
devastating floods have killed at least 20 people and destroyed the homes 
of tens of thousands more.  
 
The economic damage caused by the floods is expected to be huge with 
some economists estimating that 1% could be wiped off GDP. Billions more 
will be lost through reductions in revenue with the mining sector alone 
losing an estimated $100 million a day. All this will cost jobs.  
 
Julia Gillard (Labour Party Prime Minister) has said that that paying for the 
clean up and bringing the budget back to surplus will entail some “tough 
choices”. This means that workers will be forced to pay for the clean-up as 
the government will make cuts to jobs and services elsewhere.  
 
While the politicians would like us to believe that this disaster is entirely 
the fault of nature, the government’s preparation and reaction to these 
floods must also be called into question. The Australian has revealed that 
as far back as a decade ago government reports called for “radical changes 
in planning strategy, emergency plans and transparency about the true 
flood levels for Brisbane”.  
 
This advice was rejected and covered up by state officials in order to allow 
development in flood prone areas. The Brisbane River Flood Study 
undertaken in 1999 correctly predicted that tens of thousands of low lying 
properties would be devastated by floods if adequate preventative 
measures were not taken. While knowing the risks, councils told residents 
who purchased land in low lying areas that they would not be at risk in the 
event of a 1974 scale flood. This shows just how illogical the capitalist 
system is when people’s lives are put at risk so that a few property 
developers and speculators can profit.  
 
Barnaby Joyce has called for more dams to be built as a solution to 
flooding. However as hydrological expert Tony Weber pointed out the rains 
equalled 7.5 billion tonnes of water, equal to 15 Sydney Harbours. “We 
would have to create a dam five or ten times larger than (current dams) to 
have a sizeable impact on that, if we did, there would be far more water 
being lost to evaporation with the larger surface area.”  
 
Dams were mismanaged in the absence of workers’ control. Hydrologist 
Aron Gingis, criticised dam operators for maintaining maximum capacity 
leaving no room to absorb the rains. “There is no doubt in my professional 
opinion that most the flooding in Brisbane should have been avoided”, he 
claimed.  
 
Disappointingly the rebuilding of flood-affected areas will also be 
dominated by the profit motive. Greedy insurance companies are already 
rejecting claims despite record takings in recent years. The consumer 
group Choice has warned that many insurers are attempting to reject 
claims on the basis of confusing policies which give multiple definitions of 
flood coverage. Choice spokeswoman Ingrid Just stated “There is not one 
standard definition for floods and that makes it very difficult for people to 
understand what they’re covered for.”  
 
Construction companies from as far afield as Victoria are circling like 
vultures to get a piece of the lucrative reconstruction dollar. For them the 
devastation is like a second stimulus package that will drive up their share 



prices.  
 
The link between the floods and climate change is something that has been 
largely ignored in the mainstream press. Climate scientists have concluded 
that the recent extreme weather seen throughout the world is the result 
of man-made climate change. Climatologist Matthew England told Reuters 
that “the waters off Australia are the warmest ever measured and those 
waters provide moisture to the atmosphere for the Queensland monsoon”. 
The natural La Nina and El Ninos are now “operating in a hotter world”, 
believes David Jones, the Bureau of Meteorology chief.  
 
The priorities of the government can also be seen when you look at the 
pittance given in aid to flood victims. Miniscule payments of between 
$1000 and $10,500 are available for people who have lost their homes and 
all their belongings. Some of these payments are means tested and not 
available to those with some form of insurance.  
 
While natural disasters are often unavoidable they are definitely made 
worse by the profit-driven system of capitalism. On the basis of a planned 
socialist system that put people’s needs before profits, we could reduce 
the impacts of natural disasters and act much more quickly to deliver aid. 
We could also implement democratic community control of the rebuilding 
effort so that priority is given to the most disadvantaged, rather than 
those with the most political and financial power.  
www.socialistworld.net 

 

Nigeria: Heading for another round of rigged elections 

 
 

 
 

New voters’ registration for election in April: Same old organisational 
and political problems 
Segun Sango, DSM (CWI Nigeria) General Secretary 21 February 2011 
 
During the year 2011, about 16 odd African states are expected to conduct 
and or organize general elections. On the surface, this fact might give the 
misleading impression that governance and government in Africa are 
embracing democracy and the democratic ethos. Unfortunately however, 
in none of all these countries that are expected to have their general 
elections can the working masses and poor expect a true democratic 
exercise. The almost total failure of the local capitalist classes to develop 
the national economy has in, all these countries, resulted in gaining and 
looting government office and contracts being seen as the road to wealth. 
Thus in virtually all these elections, incumbent governments and or 
officers would spare nothing to manipulate and rig the elections in favour 
of those currently in power. For years Nigeria, the most populous African 
country and the sixth largest petroleum products producer in the world, 
has offered the most graphic features of the farce usually called elections 
in this part of the world.  
 
Despite all the promises that President Goodluck Jonathan’s rule would 
prevent a repeat of the charade and mockery of what were called 
elections in 2007, the run up to the 2011 general elections has shown that 
there have been no fundamental changes. Any idea that court decisions 
overturning some of the most blatantly rigged 2007 results would mean 
cleaner elections is not being realized.  
 
But this situation was not inevitable. The situation would have been 
transformed if the Labour movement had seriously taken up the challenge 



of not just securing free elections but also offering a real alternative to 
the different robber bands currently dominating Nigeria. Tragically this has 
not been done and working people, the poor and the critics of the system 
have no party to represent them at these 2011 elections.  
 
According to the timetable already rolled out by Independent National 
Electoral Commission (INEC), elections into the legislative and executive 
arms of government have been scheduled to take place in April 2011. If 
successfully completed, this would be the fourth time that elections will 
be taking place uninterruptedly in Nigeria’s 50 years of post-independence 
history, during which the military have ruled for almost 30 years. To the 
superficial capitalist analysts, this fact again may be used to give the 
impression that democracy, and or democratic ethos, are finally gaining 
root in Nigeria. On the contrary however, when all the key technical and 
political issues surrounding the forthcoming election are scientifically 
analyzed, the distasteful but an unavoidable conclusion points towards the 
elongation/continuation of the rule by the locusts: that is a continuation 
of the rule of the capitalist, thieving elites that have been holding down 
Nigeria and its long suffering people.  
 
Voters registration exercise  
Every serious political analyst agrees that a properly compiled voter’s 
register constitutes a very important link in a chain of processes needed to 
achieve truly free and fair elections. This is why there exists almost 
unanimous clamour for a new voter’s register to be compiled by INEC 
under its new chairman, Prof. Attahiru Jega. The voters register used to 
conduct the 2007 general elections is generally regarded by all shades of 
political opinion as unreliable, over-bloated and in fact contained a lot of 
fictitious names. For this purpose, the Jega-led INEC has gotten a 
whooping sum of N88.5b approved for the Commission by the National 
Assembly. As we write, the Commission has again requested an additional 
sum of N6.6b from the National Assembly.  
 
Unfortunately however, notwithstanding the huge sum of money that has 
been invested, so far, the ongoing voter’s registration exercise has once 
again underline the fact that the neo-colonial capitalist ruling elites 
governing Nigeria will forever remain incapable of putting in place a 
genuinely democratic process any more than its legendary and perennial 
failure over other socio-economic matters. Despite Prof. Jega’s radical 
pedigree and his repeated pledges to organize a truly free and fair 
elections come 2011, the ongoing voter’s registration exercise has 
revealed the same uncanny pattern that bedevilled all the previous 
exercises conducted by the bourgeois elites. Originally, the exercise which 
was to end on January 29 has now been extended by 7 days. As in previous 
exercises, INEC’s preparations and conducts has been extremely chaotic, 
slow and in some cases, totally absent. The Sunday Independent of January 
30, 2011 in its Cover Choice article titled: "Troubled Voter Registration 
exercise" captured the situation in this unflattering report:  
 
"Complaints from all parts of the country since it started have, in the views 
of enlightened Nigerians, shown that INEC did not adequately prepare for 
the exercise. The exercise has been rife with a cocktail of technical 
hitches, which brought about serious setback in the process of getting 
eligible voters registered by the registration officers. There were several 
cases of fingerprint rejections, breakdown and absence of the Direct Data 
Capture (DDC) machines in most of the registration centres, which resulted 
in delay and waste of time of Nigerians who came out en masses with great 
enthusiasm to participate in the exercise.  
 
"Former President Olusegun Obasanjo and Senate President, David Mark, 



were among Nigerians who came out at the early stage of the registration 
exercise with zeal. The zeal was, however, dampened. For hours, officials 
battled to register Obasanjo and his wife in Abeokuta, Ogun State capital. 
Several attempts made by the officials failed, as the machine could not 
pick Obasanjo and his wife’s finger marks. Ogun State INEC Resident 
Electoral Commissioner (REC), Martins Okufolami, and the administrative 
secretary paced up and down in frustration as they tried to sort out the 
problem. They brought in an expert before the machine eventually 
captured the finger marks of the former president and his wife.  
 
"Mark and his wife, Helen, had waited for three hours – from 10a.m till 
1p.m – to get registered in Otukpo, Benue State. It was all in vain. The 
machine had broken down. Obasanjo had blamed the challenges on initial 
hitches associated with any new programme. "I want to say that whenever 
you are starting a new programme like this, it’s likely to have hitches, 
until everybody masters it. Today is only the second day. I believe that by 
the middle of this week, both the people who are carrying out the 
registration, the technicians and the INEC at the highest level will be able 
to make this work smoothly. So, I don’t believe that we should now start 
to castigate and to condemn. If, of course, by the middle of the week it’s 
not working as it should be, we will all see and then those who designed it 
would have to advise us how we’ll go about it. But for now, I believe we 
should regard this as the hiccup of a new process".  
 
There are a number of pertinent questions that working class elements 
must pose and demand an immediate answer on the basis of the above 
quotations. One, why did the machines specifically procured for this 
exercise at huge cost suddenly turn out to be incapable of performing their 
functions? On the basis of an estimated 140 million population, 80 million 
Nigerians are targeted for registration in the ongoing exercise. However, 
as being generally reported, by the time the exercise was supposed to end 
on January 29, only about one quarter of this figure is said to have been 
successfully registered. Due to the huge corruption of the ruling capitalist 
elites and its newly entrenched "profit first" approach, those responsible 
for the procurement of the equipment in issue, in order to make the 
greatest amount of profit possible have in all probability ordered cheap, 
inferior and or outdated machines, which are generally inefficient and too 
slow for mass and fast registration exercise. We should therefore ask: how 
many more eligible voters will be able to get registered in the one week 
extension that will now end February 5, 2011? If the truth must be told, 
there cannot be any radical difference from what has been happening in 
the first two weeks of the exercise.  
 
As if this is not a big headache in itself, the current exercise has also 
equally been marred by the well-known corrupt antics of the bourgeois 
politicians. At the moment, there are several reports, and allegations, by 
prominent members of the ruling parties accusing one another of trying to 
effect illegal registration of voters which they hope to subsequently use 
during the forthcoming elections. Of course, anyone that is well familiar 
with Nigeria’s electoral history will not quickly dismiss these allegations as 
being unfounded. Here, the point should be stressed that Nigeria’s ruling 
class age-long inability to organize free and fair elections must never be 
attributed to any inherent biological defect in the black race as some 
shallow bourgeois analysts sometimes often concluded. This inability must 
be squarely placed where it properly belongs: the inherent weakness of 
the capitalist elements from backward economies, who have largely found 
their ways blocked by the capitalist elements from the advanced countries 
from making profit through the conventional exploitation of industrial, 
agricultural and financial ventures, and as such mostly indulge in treasury 
lootings.  



 
The main political parties have recently conducted their primaries to elect 
those that will fly their flags in the forthcoming general election in April. 
Very tragically these so-called primaries have once again revealed the 
well-known fact that all the ruling parties are being led by highly 
undemocratic elements who mainly believe that political parties are mere 
platforms needed to acquire underserved power and wealth for 
themselves, collaborators and family members. That why all the ruling 
parties from the PDP to the so-called opposition parties organised so-called 
primaries where only the highest bidders won and or those arbitrarily 
imposed by the leaders. Notwithstanding the numerous, reported 
anomalies and technical and political problems which dominated the 
recently concluded voters registration exercise, INEC has subsequently 
come out to announce that it has registered about 63.9 million Nigerians.  
 
Most importantly therefore, it is the now the central responsibility of the 
conscious layers of workers and youths to warn and mobilise the vast 
majority of the working people that this vicious cycle of mass poverty in 
the midst of abundance and corrupt rules, will continue to be the lot of 
the masses under the prevailing unjust disorder.  
 
That only a genuine workers’ and poor people government based on 
collective ownership of the main natural resources and financial wealth of 
the society under the democratic control and management of the working 
people themselves can provide a lasting basis for free and fair elections 
where one person, one vote will truly count! Starting in earnest to build an 
independent political platform of the working people is therefore the most 
crucial political test that faces the working masses today.  
www.socialistworld.net 
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In a world plunged ever deeper into an uncivilised global capitalist  
condition, the World Social Forum is a crucial beacon of hope. But while  
news of Egypt and Tunisia's revolutions electrified activists at this  
year's gathering in Dakar, Vishwas Satgar asks whether progressive civil  
society is powerful enough to organise for a genuine climate change  
solution at COP17. 
 
In a world plunged ever deeper into an uncivilised global capitalist  
condition, the World Social Forum (WSF) is a crucial beacon of hope. At  
its recent gathering in Senegal, the news of the unfolding democratic  
revolutions in Tunisia and Egypt electrified the spirit of optimism  
pervading the multiple axes of deliberation. The geometry of left  
politics was redrawn from Latin America to North Africa and the Arab  
world. The expressions of people's power in these revolutions defied  
inherited formulaic understandings of 20th century revolutions. Instead  
of vanguards and armed uprisings, these revolutions organised without  
organisation through social media and the unstoppable mass surge of  
discontent. Egypt and Tunisia also fired an imagination for more: Could  
people's power be harnessed to end the tenuous grip of neoliberal  
ideology on a world scale? Could the struggles in Latin America, the  
Maghreb, the Arab world, global climate change negotiations and beyond  
be connected to frame a new horizon for global transformation? 



 
However while this renewed confidence in popular resistance struck a  
militant chord, the sharp edge of debates on climate change revealed  
serious limits to World Social Forum politics and the difficulties ahead  
for a genuine climate change solution at the United Nations Framework  
Convention on Climate Change Conference of Parties (COP17) in Durban.  
This came through as hard lessons were drawn from the recent 
Copenhagen  
and Cancun climate negotiations. Progressive civil society was divided  
at Cancun. NGO technocrats, donor-driven agendas, big egos, celebrity  
intellectuals and hard-lined social movement agendas prevented a common 
voice and united agenda to prevail outside the negotiations in the streets. 
 
Such a 'rainbow like plurality' prevailed in the deliberations at the  
WSF and was consistent with its long established ethos. However, as the  
week unfolded, it was the Climate Justice current that took the  
initiative to be self-critical and address the weaknesses of progressive  
civil society. This was laudable and the 'Basis of Unity' document it  
tried to shape in the closing hours of the WSF is a step in the right  
direction, but is extremely constrained by crucial weakness of the WSF. 
 
First, the national and regional forums of the WSF are uneven but  
generally weak or nonexistent. The follow through required to keep focus  
and momentum on the 'Basis of Unity' document is going to be difficult  
to sustain. Second, the WSF has not evolved to a point where it can  
coordinate in a democratic manner a platform of actions at transnational  
and national levels. It is a great space to philosophise about actions  
to change the world, globalise critique, share experiences and form  
links but it lacks a strategic edge. 
 
This does not mean the WSF has to become a new 'program centred 5th  
international'. But given the systemic and conjunctural crisis of  
capitalism, it needs to find its place also at key battlefronts so that  
progressive humanity speaks with one voice about alternatives. The  
climate change negotiations are one such front where hope is taking a  
battering. Pluralism as strength can only be meaningful if the World  
Social Forum confronts this weakness and evolves in a direction that  
gives it a new strategic edge. 
 
Moreover, for some activists operating at a transnational level, the  
defeat at Cancun meant intensifying further transnational engagements.  
Strategy was suddenly reduced to a straight line: Copenhagen, Cancun,  
Durban (COP17), Rio+20 and beyond. Given the institutional weaknesses of  
the WSF it easily lends itself to being reduced to a moment in an  
ongoing transnational circuit. However, this approach did not provide  
pause for serious reflection on the state of climate change negotiations  
and more importantly why Bolivia was alone in the world in its  
opposition to the Cancun summit outcomes. A serious and ethical  
conversation of honest assessment, above petty nationalisms and narrow  
agendas, reveals a climate change process that is increasingly being led  
by an agenda that favours utilising the ecological crisis as a new  
outlet and fix for capitalist accumulation. Within the Cancun framework  
carbon trading, geo-engineering and adaptation are just some of the  
elements of a new green neoliberalism. The future of the delicate  
ecological web will be determined by financial returns, speculation and  
risky technologies. For the World Bank, finance and investment in  
climate change are the new horizon for green capitalism, a dangerous and  
false solution. 
 
In this context, Bolivia's argument around climate debt, rights of  



nature and opposition to grand market and techno fixes is on a terrain,  
inside the negotiations, in which governments - including South Africa -  
have surrendered to the climate agenda of transnational capital.  
Moreover, transnational capital has brought the 'inside out'. In other  
words, it has been able to contest and exacerbate splits amongst civil  
society on the streets by supporting some in civil society that are  
propagating the green capitalist myth and who are lining up outside the  
negotiations to show active support. This further illustrates the  
inability of anti-capitalist civil society to advance an effective  
counter-hegemonic politics in support of Bolivia on the streets. 
 
Finally, Bolivia is alone because anti-capitalist civil society has not  
been able to link the transnational in a manner that strengths a  
national bloc of anti-capitalist forces. The national terrain has been  
surrendered for the glitz and jet set lifestyle of the transnational  
climate change negotiating treadmill, including the occasional meeting  
points of the WSF. The painstaking task of local grassroots movement and  
anti-capitalist bloc building is not happening in most places around the  
world. Without this national power to hold governments to account and to  
contest state power, the climate negotiations at all levels of the world  
will be stacked in favour of capital. Thus demonstrations outside the  
COP17 negotiations are not going to be sufficient in themselves to open  
the space for alternatives, inside the negotiations. 
 
These are strategic weaknesses that global anti-capitalist civil society  
has to confront as part of the build up to COP17 in South Africa. More  
importantly, as articulated in the main organising assembly for COP17 at  
the WSF, the build up to COP17 has to harness global public opinion  
around the alternatives represented by Bolivia and anti-capitalist civil  
society. The role of global pubic opinion, of over 6 billion humans on  
the planet, is crucial to democratise the climate change negotiations. 
 
Currently, the United Nations has a democracy deficit. It is actually  
not the embodiment of global democracy and the liberal internationalism  
through which it claims its legitimacy is in crisis due to the weakening  
of national liberal democracies in the context of global capitalist  
restructuring. Most states sitting at the climate change negotiations  
table are there due to weaknesses in national democracies. In most  
instances, representative democracy has been hollowed out as states have  
been transnationalised as part of reproducing the rule of transnational  
capital. 
 
What's more, anti-capitalist civil society does not represent global  
public opinion on the streets. It needs to harness through a global  
internet referendum, involving national movements and activist networks,  
support for the Bolivian alternative to the Cancun green neoliberal  
consensus. The build up to COP17 and beyond has to pave the way for  
global public opinion to march alongside the progressive sections of  
humanity on the streets at the negotiations. 
 
Moreover, for the South African anti-capitalist left, COP17 represents a  
focal point to expose the alignments of the South African government to  
green neoliberal capitalism in the climate change negotiations and in  
its approach to national development. Its increasing spend and  
commitment to coal-fired power stations, nuclear energy, fossil fuel  
based agriculture, mining, industrial and urban development have to be  
critiqued as part of the build up to COP17. Such a critique has to also  
be globalised through street politics at COP17. 
 
More importantly, the build up to COP17 provides an opportunity to  



present the Bolivian alternative and more specifically democratic  
eco-socialist alternatives to the South African public. The critical  
question in this regard relates to the role of the Congress of South  
African Trade Unions (COSATU). Will it be part of the inside-out  
strategy of the Zuma government to divide anti-capitalist civil society  
converging on Durban or will it align genuinely with anti-capitalist  
civil society? 
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“Democracy Uprising” in the U.S.A.?: Noam Chomsky on Wisconsin’s 
Resistance to Assault on Public Sector, the Obama-Sanctioned Crackdown 
on Activists, and the Distorted Legacy of Ronald Reagan 
Democracy Now 18 february 2011 
 
World-renowned public intellectual Noam Chomsky discusses several 
domestic issues in the United States, including the protests in defense of 
public sector employees and unions in Wisconsin, how the U.S. deification 
of former President Ronald Reagan resembles North Korea, and the 
crackdown on political activists with anti-terror laws and FBI raids. 
[includes rush transcript] 
 
AMY GOODMAN: This month is the 15th anniversary of Democracy Now! on 
the air, and it’s a real privilege to have MIT professor, analyst, world-
renowned political dissident, linguist, Noam Chomsky with us. I’m Amy 
Goodman, with Juan Gonzalez, and we’ve been together for this whole 15 
years, Juan. It’s really been quite an amazing journey. 
 
As we talk about this revolution that’s rolling across the Middle East, we put 
out to our listeners and viewers on Facebook last night that, Noam, you 



were going to be in. And so, people were sending in their comments and 
questions. We asked, on Facebook and Twitter, to send us questions. Here 
is one of the questions. 
 
RYAN ADSERIAS: Hello, Professor Chomsky. My name is Ryan Adserias, and 
I’m a graduate student at the University of Wisconsin, Madison, and also the 
child of a long line of working-class union folks. I don’t know if you’ve been 
noticing, but we’ve been holding a lot of protests and rallies here in our 
capital to protest Governor Scott Walker’s attempt to break collective 
bargaining rights that Wisconsin workers worked hard for over 50 years ago 
and have enjoyed ever since. We closed all the schools around here for 
tomorrow—today and tomorrow, actually. The teaching assistants here at 
the university are staging teach-outs. The undergraduates are walking out 
of class to show solidarity. And all of this is because our governor and 
governors all around the country are proposing legislation that’s going to 
end collective bargaining and really break the unions. I’ve also been 
noticing that there’s not a whole lot of national representation of our 
struggle and our movement, and it’s really been troubling me. So my 
question to you is, how exactly is it that we can get the attention of our 
national Democratic and progressive leaders to speak out against these 
measures and to help end union busting here in the United States? 
 
AMY GOODMAN: That was a question from Ryan Adserias in Madison, 
Wisconsin, where more than 10,000—some say tens of thousands of people, 
teachers, students, are protesting in the Capitol building, schools closed, as 
Ryan said. So, from Manama to Madison, from Manama, Bahrain, to Madison, 
Wisconsin, Noam Chomsky? 
 
NOAM CHOMSKY: It’s very interesting. The reason why you can’t get 
Democratic leaders to join is because they agree. They are also trying to 
destroy the unions. In fact, if you take a look at—take, say, the lame-duck 
session. The great achievement in the lame-duck session for which Obama is 
greatly praised by Democratic Party leaders is that they achieved bipartisan 
agreement on several measures. The most important one was the tax cut. 
And the issue in the tax cut—there was only one issue—should there be a tax 
cut for the very rich? The population was overwhelmingly against it, I think 
about two to one. There wasn’t even a discussion of it, they just gave it 
away. And the very same time, the less noticed was that Obama declared a 
tax increase for federal workers. Now, it wasn’t called a "tax increase"; it’s 
called a "freeze." But if you think for 30 seconds, a freeze on pay for a 
federal workers is fiscally identical to a tax increase for federal workers. 
And when you extend it for five years, as he said later, that means a 
decrease, because of population growth, inflation and so on. So he basically 
declared an increase in taxes for federal workers at the same time that 
there’s a tax decrease for the very rich. 
 
And there’s been a wave of propaganda over the last couple of months, 
which is pretty impressive to watch, trying to deflect attention away from 
those who actually created the economic crisis, like Goldman Sachs, 
Citigroup, JPMorgan Chase, their associates in the government who—Federal 
Reserve and others—let all this go on and helped it. There’s a—to switch 
attention away from them to the people really responsible for the crisis—
teachers, police, firefighters, sanitation workers, their huge pensions, their 
incredible healthcare benefits, Cadillac healthcare benefits, and their 
unions, who are the real villains, the ones who are robbing the taxpayer by 
making sure that policemen may not starve when they retire. And this is 
pretty amazing, like right in the middle of the Madison affair, which is 
critical. 
 
The CEO of Goldman Sachs, Lloyd Blankfein, got a $12.5 million bonus, and 



his base pay was more than tripled. Well, that means he—the rules of 
corporate governments have been modified in the last 30 years by the U.S. 
government to allow the chief executive officer to pretty much set their 
own salaries. There’s various ways in which this has been done, but it’s 
government policy. And one of the effects of it is—people talk about 
inequality, but what’s a little less recognized is that although there is 
extreme inequality, it’s mostly because of the top tiny fraction of the 
population, so like a fraction of one percent of the population, their wealth 
has just shot through the stratosphere. You go down to the—you know, the 
next 10 percent are doing pretty well, but it’s not off the spectrum. And 
this is by design. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: The New York Times coverage of Madison? 
 
NOAM CHOMSKY: Well, that was very interesting. In fact, I urge people to 
take a look at the February 12th issue of the New York Times, the big front-
page headline, you know, banner headline, "Mubarak Leaves," its kind of 
subheadings say, "Army Takes Over." They’re about 60 years late on that; it 
took over in 1952, but—and it has held power ever since. 
 
But then if you go to an inside page—I don’t know what page it is—there’s 
an article on the Governor of Wisconsin. And he’s pretty clear about what 
he wants to do. I mean, certainly he is aware of and senses this attack on 
public workers, on unions and so on, and he wants to be upfront, so he 
announced a sharp attack on public service workers and unions, as the 
questioner said, to ban collective bargaining, take away their pensions. And 
he also said that he’d call out the National Guard if there was any 
disruption about this. Now, that’s happening now to Wisconsin. In Egypt, 
public protests have driven out the president. There’s a lot of problems 
about what will happen next, but an overwhelming reaction there. 
 
And I was—it was heartening to see that there are tens of thousands of 
people protesting in Madison day after day, in fact. I mean, that’s the 
beginning, maybe, of what we really need here: a democracy uprising. 
Democracy has almost been eviscerated. Take a look at the front-page 
headlines today, this morning, Financial Times at least. They predict—the 
big headline, the big story—that the next election is going to break all 
campaign spending records, and they predict $2 billion of campaign 
spending. Well, you know, a couple of weeks ago, the Obama administration 
selected somebody to be in charge of what they call "jobs." "Jobs" is a funny 
word in the English language. It’s the way of pronouncing an 
unpronounceable word. I’ll spell it: P-R-O-F-I-T-S. You’re not allowed to say 
that word, so the way you pronounce that is "jobs." The person he selected 
to be in charge of creating jobs is Jeffrey Immelt, the CEO of General 
Electric, which has more than half their workforce overseas. And, you know, 
I’m sure he’s deeply interested in jobs in the United States. But what he has 
is deep pockets, and also, not just him, but connections to the tiny sector 
of the ultra-rich corporate elite, which is going to provide that billion or 
billion-and-a-half dollars for the campaign. Well, that’s what’s going on. 
 
JUAN GONZALEZ: Well, I’d like to ask you about this whole issue of the 
assault on unions. Clearly, it has arisen in the last few months in a 
coordinated way. Here in New York State, all the major business people 
have gotten together, raised $10 million to begin an ad campaign, and 
they’re being supported by both the Democratic new governor, Andrew 
Cuomo, and as well as the Republican-Independent Mayor Bloomberg. But 
they seem to be going after the public sector unions after having essentially 
destroyed most of the private sector union movement in the United States. 
They realize that the public sector unions are still the only vibrant section 
of the American labor movement, so now they’re really going after them in 



particular. Yet, you’ve got these labor leaders who helped get Obama 
elected and who helped get Andy Cuomo elected, and they’re not yet 
making the stand in a strong enough way to mobilize people against these 
policies. 
 
NOAM CHOMSKY: Yeah, you’re absolutely right. There has been a huge 
attack against private sector unions. Actually, that’s been going on since 
the Second World War. After the Second World War, business was terrified 
about the radicalization of the country during the Depression and then the 
war, and it started right off—Taft-Hartley was 1947—huge propaganda 
campaigns to demonize unions. It really—and it continued until you get to 
the Reagan administration. 
 
Reagan was extreme. Beginning of his administration, one of the first things 
was to call in scabs—hadn’t been done for a long time, and it’s illegal in 
most countries—in the air controller strike. Reagan essentially—by "Reagan," 
I mean his administration; I don’t know what he knew—but they basically 
told the business world that they’re not going to apply the labor laws. So, 
that means you can break unions any way you like. And in fact, the number 
of firing of union organizers, illegal firing, I think probably tripled during 
the Reagan years. 
 
Then, in fact, by the early '90s, Caterpillar Corporation, first major 
industrial corporation, called in scabs to break a strike of industrial 
workers, UAW. That's—I think the only country that allowed that was South 
Africa. And then it spread. 
 
When Clinton came along, he had another way of destroying unions. It’s 
called NAFTA. One of the predicted consequences of NAFTA, which in fact 
worked out, was it would be used as a way to undermine unions—illegally, 
of course. But when you have a criminal state, it doesn’t matter. So, there 
was actually a study, under NAFTA rules, that investigated illegal strike 
breaking organizing efforts by threats, illegal threats, to transfer to Mexico. 
So, if union organizers are trying to organize, you put up a sign saying, you 
know, "Transfer operation Mexico." In other words, you shut up, or you’re 
going to lose your jobs. That’s illegal. But again, if you have a criminal 
state, it doesn’t matter. 
 
Well, by measures like this, private sector unions have been reduced to, I 
think, maybe seven percent of the workforce. Now, it’s not that workers 
don’t want to join unions. In fact, many studies of this, there’s a huge pool 
of workers who want to join unions, but they can’t. And they’re getting no 
support from the political system. And part of the reason, not all of it, is 
these $2 billion campaigns. Now, this really took off in the late '70s and the 
’80s. You want to run for office, then you're going to have to dig into very 
deep pockets. And as the income distribution gets more and more skewed, 
that means you’re going to have to go after Jeffrey Immelt and Lloyd 
Blankfein, and so on and so forth, if you want to even be in office. Take a 
look at the 2008 campaign spending. Obama way outspent McCain. He was 
funded—his main source of funding was the financial institutions. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Now they’re saying he’s going to raise, Obama is going to 
raise $1 billion for the next campaign. 
 
NOAM CHOMSKY: Yeah, and it’ll probably be more than that, because 
they’re predicting $2 billion for the whole campaign, and the incumbent 
usually has advantages. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Noam, we have to break. We’re going to come right back. 
 



NOAM CHOMSKY: Yeah. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Noam Chomsky, professor of linguistics, Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, world-renowned political dissident. Stay with us. 
 
[break] 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Our guest for the hour is Noam Chomsky. He has authored 
over a hundred books; his latest, Hopes and Prospects, among others. 
 
Professor Chomsky, I want to ask you about former President Ronald 
Reagan. A very big deal is made of him now on the hundredth anniversary of 
his birth. Last year President Obama signed legislation establishing a 
commission to mark the centennial. 
 
PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA: President Reagan helped, as much as any 
president, to restore a sense of optimism in our country, a spirit that 
transcended politics, that transcended even the most heated arguments of 
the day. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Noam Chomsky, your response? 
 
NOAM CHOMSKY: This deification of Reagan is extremely interesting and a 
very—it’s scandalous, but it tells a lot about the country. I mean, when 
Reagan left office, he was the most unpopular living president, apart from 
Nixon, even below Carter. If you look at his years in office, he was not 
particularly popular. He was more or less average. He severely harmed the 
American economy. When he came into office, the United States was the 
world’s leading creditor. By the time he left, it was the world’s leading 
debtor. He was fiscally totally irresponsible—wild spending, no fiscal 
responsibility. Government actually grew during the Reagan years. 
 
He was also a passionate opponent of the free market. I mean, the way he’s 
being presented is astonishing. He was the most protectionist president in 
post-war American history. He essentially virtually doubled protective 
barriers to try to preserve incompetent U.S. management, which was being 
driven out by superior Japanese production. 
 
During his years, we had the first major fiscal crises. During the ’50s, ’60s 
and ’70s, the New Deal regulations were still in effect, and that prevented 
financial crises. The financialization of the economy began to take off in 
the ’70s, but with the deregulation, of course you start getting crises. 
Reagan left office with the biggest financial crisis since the Depression: the 
home savings and loan. 
 
I won’t even talk about his international behavior. I mean, it was just 
abominable. I mean, if we gained our optimism by killing hundreds of 
thousands of people in Central America and destroying any hope for 
democracy and freedom and supporting South Africa while it killed about a 
million-and-a-half people in neighboring countries, and on and on, if that’s 
the way we get back our optimism, we’re in bad trouble. 
 
Well, what happened after Reagan left office is that there was the 
beginnings of an effort to carry out a kind of—this Reagan legacy, you know, 
to try to create from this really quite miserable creature some kind of 
deity. And amazingly, it succeeded. I mean, Kim Il-sung would have been 
impressed. The events that took place when Reagan died, you know, the 
Reagan legacy, this Obama business, you don’t get that in free societies. It 
would be ridiculed. What you get it is in totalitarian states. And I’m waiting 
to see what comes next. This morning, North Korea announced that on the 



birthday of the current god, a halo appeared over his birthplace. That will 
probably happen tomorrow over Reagan’s birthplace. But when we go in—I 
mean, this is connected with what we were talking about before. If you 
want to control a population, keep them passive, keep beating them over 
the head and let them look somewhere else, one way to do it is to give 
them a god to worship. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Noam, you’ve written about, over the years, COINTELPRO, 
FBI raids. We’re seeing that today. There’s almost no attention given to 
what we have focused on a good deal on Democracy Now!, from Minneapolis 
to Chicago, the FBI raids, activists being subpoenaed to speak about in 
various cases. 
 
NOAM CHOMSKY: Yeah, that’s a pretty—it’s not just—the raids are serious 
enough, but what’s more significant is what lies behind them. These are the 
first actions taken under new rulings by the Supreme Court. A very 
important case was six or eight months ago, I guess, Holder v. Humanitarian 
Law Project. It was initiated by the Obama administration. It was argued by 
Elena Kagan, Obama’s new court appointment. And they won, with the 
support of the far-right justices. The case is extremely significant. It’s the 
worst attack on freedom of speech since the Smith Act 70 years ago. The 
case determined that any material support to organizations that the 
government lists on the terrorist list is criminalized, but they interpreted 
"material support"—in fact, the issue at stake was speech. Humanitarian 
Law Project was giving advice—speech—to a group on that’s on the terrorist 
list, Turkish PKK. And they were also advising them on legal advice and also 
advising them to move towards nonviolence. That means if you and I, let’s 
say, talk to Hamas leaders and say, "Look, you ought to move towards 
nonviolent resistance," we’re giving material support to a group on the 
terrorist list. 
 
Incidentally, the terrorist list is totally illegitimate. That shouldn’t exist in a 
free society. Terrorist list is an arbitrary list established by the executive 
with no basis whatsoever, by whim, for example, but no supervision. And if 
you take a look at the record of the terrorist list, it’s almost comical. So, 
take Reagan again. In 1982, the Reagan administration decided it wanted to 
aid their friend Saddam Hussein. He had been—Iraq had been on the 
terrorist list. They took it off the terrorist list. They had a gap. They had to 
put someone in. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: South Africa, ANC. 
 
NOAM CHOMSKY: Put in Cuba. They put in Cuba, and I suppose in honor of 
the fact that, in preceding several years Cuba had been the target of more 
international terrorism than the rest of the world combined. So, Saddam 
Hussein goes off, Cuba goes on, no review, no comment. And now, with the 
new Obama principle, giving—advising groups that are arbitrarily put on this 
group is criminal. And that was the background for those raids. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Noam Chomsky, we’re going to continue this conversation 
online and play it on the show again. Noam Chomsky, professor of 
linguistics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
www.democracynow.org 
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As global attention remains focused on events in Egypt, Khadija Sharife 
considers the role of the country’s military in the uprising and its political 
role in planning for the future. 
The lessons for the authorities in Cairo echo those learned too late in 
Tunis: cracking down on dissent is not so easy when social network sites 
and citizen bloggers can gain a global audience in a matter of days. But 
how does Egypt’s low-profile military actually view the changes now 
sweeping the country? 
 
There was probably no way for the authorities to prevent the uprising of 
millions of citizens in Egypt, a country characterised by staggering 
inequality, human rights violations and corruption. This was especially true 
after the uprising in neighbouring Tunisia toppled the dictatorship of 
President Zine el Abidine Ben Ali with such astonishing speed. In Cairo 
alone, there may have been as many as two million protestors at some 
recent rallies. A nation of usually non-confrontational people has awoken 
to reclaim the streets, their human rights, and their dignity. 
 
In many ways, the sustained resistance of the youth, drawing strength 
from their courage and conviction, their rage and despair, is a genuine 
intifada borne of the old and the new. Traditional methods of 
communication such as pamphlets, faxes, landlines and ‘stealth meetings’ 
in homes, street corners and mosques, have been augmented by virtual 
congregations on social networking sites such as Facebook and Twitter. 
 
These cyber-rallies have the obvious advantage of bypassing the dangers 
inherent to geographically fixed meeting points. In an age where 
information moves at the speed of light, the internet has become both a 
brawny social muscle that can be collectively flexed, as well as a vehicle 
used by repressive states to track and counter activists. 
 
In Iran, where internet penetration rates are estimated at 35%, most 
service has been disrupted during periods of unrest. However, the 
government has usually allowed citizens to continue accessing Twitter as a 
means of intelligence gathering to monitor protests. 
 
In Tunisia, Facebook proved critical when 26-year-old Tunisian fruit vendor 
Mohamed Bouazizi, who fatally set himself alight in protest at constant 
police harassment, left a message on the networking site asking his mother 
for forgiveness. After this was picked up by the Al Jazeera news network, 
global awareness of the mounting Tunisian rebellion was generated, 
becoming instrumental in the uprising gaining such swift momentum. 
 
CITIZEN NARRATIVES VS. GOVERNMENT BACKLASH 
The extraordinary recent events in Tunisia and Egypt have been 
documented in large part through the use of citizen-generated social 
media – a substitute for traditional reporting following the suspension of 
many publications – allowing ordinary people to ‘narrate’ their own 
struggles. 
 
Moreover, traditional media outlets have often used citizen narratives as a 
form of transmitting information, leveling the playing field in countries 
like Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Iran and Israel where news outlets are often 
heavily influenced by, or in favour of, the regimes in power. 
 
Unlike Tunisia, where over a third of the population has internet access, 
penetration is much lower in Egypt at around 15%. And those accessing the 
internet in Egypt, such as followers of the April 6 Facebook movement, 
face a number of obstacles. Among the biggest of these is that operating 



licenses for internet services are provided by the government, allowing 
them to access data and know the locations of users, as well as being able 
to cut connectivity without prior warning. 
 
This makes life very difficult for people such as Wael Ghonim, Google's 
head of marketing for the Middle East and North Africa. Ghonim was 
released on Monday having spent a week in custody after attending a 
protest organised by the April 6 movement on 25 January. He rejoined 
protests in Tahrir Square and went straight back on Twitter. 
 
As in Tunisia, where leaked cables provided by WikiLeaks disclosed that 
the US did not consider Ben Ali an ‘ally’ and preferred his removal from 
power, Washington has long been collaborating with key leaders from the 
April 6 movement. The WikiLeaks cables confirmed a change of 
government in Egypt was predicted in 2011, allowing for negotiations with 
other parties. 
 
Generally portrayed by the American media as the lesser of two possible 
evils, President Hosni Mubarak's rule has long been justified by the US as a 
bastion against militant Islam. But in recent years, bloggers pushing for 
democratic change have peeled back the myth of the regime. One of 
Egypt's best-known English-language bloggers, Sandmonkey, was arrested 
on 2 February while delivering medical supplies to Tahrir Square. He claims 
he was then roughed up in prison and his blog suspended until his release 
the next day. 
 
ACTIVISTS CAN ACHIEVE GLOBAL PROFILES 
In one of his previous blog posts, he described his extreme fatigue, having 
been on the run for days. He wrote how ‘the situation here is bleak to say 
the least. It didn’t start out that way. On Tuesday January 25 it all started 
peacefully, and against all odds, we succeeded to gather hundreds of 
thousands and get them into Tahrir Square, despite being attacked by anti-
riot police who are using sticks, tear gas and rubber bullets against us.’ 
 
Sandmonkey went on to write: ‘I was shot at twice that day, [once] with a 
semi-automatic by a dude in a car that we, the people, took joy in 
pummeling. The government announced that all prisons were breached, 
and that the prisoners somehow managed to get weapons and do nothing 
but randomly attack people. One day we had organized thugs in uniforms 
firing at us, and the next day they disappeared and were replaced by 
organized thugs without uniforms firing at us. Somehow the people never 
made the connection.’ 
 
Ahmed Maher, a leader of the April 6 movement whose protest plans have 
been regularly intercepted by security agents, was also presumed to have 
been arrested or detained. In an interview with Maher on 2 February, 
Wired magazine learned he had not been arrested, but would not say 
whether or not he had been roughed up by the police. 
 
Rewind two years. On 6 February 2009, Philip Rizk, an Egyptian-German 
filmmaker, was abducted from a police station by secret service agents in 
the city of Qalyubia, north of Cairo. Rizk had been arrested while 
campaigning for humanitarian support to Gaza. He claims he was taken to 
a secret location three floors beneath the surface in unidentified facilities 
and constantly interrogated about ‘my activism, my writing, everything.’ 
He was released after being held for four days. 
 
In all likelihood, Rizk may not have been freed so soon, if at all, had his 
friends and colleagues not mounted an international campaign that caught 
the attention of the New York Times. Such abductions are par for the 



course in Egypt, where detainees are routinely held without trial or access 
to legal representation. 
 
WHAT IS THE PRESENT ROLE OF EGYPT’S MILITARY? 
Under the guise of ‘reform’ at the state level, the military has further 
embedded itself within Egypt’s newly appointed cabinet. When asked 
about the elevation to vice president of Omar Sulieman, Egypt's former 
chief of intelligence and Mubarak’s right-hand man, Rizk told The Africa 
Report that ‘Egyptians understand this for what it is. It represents no 
change. As soon as the announcement was made, protestors began 
chanting against Sulieman, identified as a man of the regime.’ 
 
The military has been portrayed by international media as sympathetic, or 
even protective of the protestors. But very little is known about who 
controls the armed forces. 
 
Egypt specialist Joshua Stacher of Kent State University recently told CNN 
that ‘the military's refusal to act is a highly political act which shows that 
it is allowing the Egyptian regime to reconstitute itself at the top and is 
highly, utterly against the protesters.’ 
 
But will the US listen? If the military is the power backing the regime, and 
is financed annually to the tune of $1.3bn by the US government – the US's 
second largest aid recipient in the world, after Israel – who is responsible 
for Mubarak's dictatorship? 
 
According to Na'eem Jeenah, executive director of the Johannesburg-based 
think tank Afro-Middle East Centre, ‘the whole notion that we've been 
exposed to recently of these soldiers as benevolent protectors is a myth. In 
the lower and middle ranks, there is certainly potential for soldiers to 
switch sides. But it has been a move by those on top to provide a good 
image of the military, and those from below, who want to win over the 
soldiers. Some thought it was a great thing when the cabinet was 
dissolved, but what we're really seeing is the removal of business people 
and the entrenchment of the military, to ensure that they have the control 
in the new government.’ 
 
Jeenah told The Africa Report that the military had long been in control of 
key sectors of the country's political economy. In his view, it has ‘a well 
designed plan to pace the process and timing of change, to secure the 
army's role in government and the economy.’ 
 
‘Once the sun sets,’ said Jeenah, ‘the army will go in and clean up the 
protestors.’ 
 
Even without its figurehead, the Mubarak machinery will be able to ensure 
the continuation of the same repressive and brutal tactics. Social media 
can act as the watchdog, when and if the Egyptian government allows it, 
but who in Egypt will respond to the watchdog? 
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The World Social Forum, Egypt, and Transformation 

 
 

 
 

Immanuel Wallerstein 16 February 2011 
 
The World Social Forum (WSF) is alive and well. It just met in Dakar,  
Senegal from Feb. 6-11. By unforeseen coincidence, this was the week of  
the Egyptian people's successful dethroning of Hosni Mubarak, which  
finally succeeded just as the WSF was in its closing session. The WSF  
spent the week cheering the Egyptians on - and discussing the meaning of  
the Tunisian/Egyptian revolutions for their program of transformation,  
for achieving another world that is possible - possible, not certain. 
 
Somewhere between 60,000 and 100,000 people attended the Forum, 
which is in itself a remarkable number. To hold such an event, the WSF 
requires strong local social movements (which exist in Senegal) and a 
government that at least tolerates the holding of the Forum. The 
Senegalese government of Abdoulaye Wade was ready to "tolerate" the 
holding of the WSF, although already a few months ago it reneged on its 
promised financial assistance by three-quarters. 
 
But then came the Tunisian and Egyptian uprisings, and the government  
got cold feet. What if the presence of the WSF inspired a similar  
uprising in Senegal? The government couldn't cancel the affair, not with  
Lula of Brazil, Morales of Bolivia, and numerous African presidents  
coming. So it did the next best thing. It tried to sabotage the Forum.  
It did this by firing the Rector of the principal university where the  
Forum was being held, four days before the opening, and installing a new  
Rector, who promptly reversed the decision of the previous Rector to  
suspend classes during the WSF so that meeting rooms be available. 
 
The result was organizational chaos for at least the first two days. In  
the end, the new Rector permitted the use of 40 of the more than 170  
rooms needed. The organizers imaginatively set up tents across the  
campus, and the meeting proceeded despite the sabotage. 
 
Was the Senegalese government right to be so frightened of the WSF? The  
WSF itself debated how relevant it was to popular uprisings in the Arab  
world and elsewhere, undertaken by people who had probably never heard 
of the WSF? The answer given by those in attendance reflected the  
long-standing division in its ranks. There were those who felt that ten  
years of WSF meetings had contributed significantly to the undermining  
of the legitimacy of neoliberal globalization, and that the message had  
seeped down everywhere. And there were those who felt that the uprisings 
showed that transformational politics lay elsewhere than in the WSF. 
 
I myself found two striking things about the Dakar meeting. The first  
was that hardly anyone even mentioned the World Economic Forum at 
Davos.  
When the WSF was founded in 2001, it was founded as the anti-Davos. By  
2011, Davos seemed so unimportant politically to those present that it  
was simply ignored. 
 
The second was the degree to which everyone present noted the  
interconnection of all issues under discussion. In 2001, the WSF was  
primarily concerned with the negative economic consequences of  
neoliberalism. But at each meeting thereafter the WSF added other  
concerns - gender, environment (and particularly climate change),  
racism, health, the rights of indigenous peoples, labor struggles, human  
rights, access to water, food and energy availability. And suddenly at  



Dakar, no matter what was the theme of the session, its connections with  
the other concerns came to the fore. This it seems to me has been the  
great achievement of the WSF - to embrace more and more concerns and 
get  
everyone to see their intimate interconnections. 
 
There was nonetheless one underlying complaint among those in  
attendance. People said correctly we all know what we're against, but we  
should be laying out more clearly what it is we are for. This is what we  
can contribute to the Egyptian revolution and to the others that are  
going to come everywhere. 
 
The problem is that there remains one unresolved difference among those  
who want another world. There are those who believe that what the world 
needs is more development, more modernization, and thereby the  
possibility of more equal distribution of resources. And there are those  
who believe that development and modernization are the civilizational  
curse of capitalism and that we need to rethink the basic cultural  
premises of a future world, which they call civilizational change. 
 
Those who call for civilizational change do it under various umbrellas.  
There are the indigenous movements of the Americas (and elsewhere) who  
say they want a world based on what the Latin Americans call "buen  
vivir" - essentially a world based on good values, one that requires the  
slowing down of unlimited economic growth which, they say, the planet is  
too small to sustain. 
 
If the indigenous movements center their demands around autonomy in  
order to control land rights in their communities, there are urban  
movements in other parts of the world who emphasize the ways in which  
unlimited growth is leading to climate disaster and new pandemics. And  
there are feminist movements who are underlining the link between the  
demands for unlimited growth and the maintenance of patriarchy. 
 
This debate about a "civilizational crisis" has great implications for  
the kind of political action one endorses and the kind of role left  
parties seeking state power would play in the world transformation under  
discussion. It will not be easily resolved. But it is the crucial debate  
of the coming decade. If the left cannot resolve its differences on this  
key issue, then the collapse of the capitalist world-economy could well  
lead to a triumph of the world right and the construction of a new  
world-system worse even than the existing one. 
 
For the moment, all eyes are on the Arab world and the degree to which  
the heroic efforts of the Egyptian people will transform politics  
throughout the Arab world. But the tinder for such uprisings exists  
everywhere, even in the wealthier regions of the world. As of the  
moment, we are justified in being semi-optimistic. 
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Egyptian Revolution Thrills Civil Society 

 
 

 
 

But there's danger of getting drunk on our own rhetoric 
Patrick Bond (The Mercury Eye on Civil Society column) 15 February 2011 
 
Last week’s World Social Forum (WSF) in Dakar ended up riotously happy  
thanks to the eviction of a universally-hated Egyptian Pharoah, after  
near-debilitating logistical disasters at the event’s outset. Each year,  
in order to oppose the corporate agenda of the World Economic Forum in  
the Swiss town of Davos, tens of thousands of social activists gather to  
define why “Another World is Possible!” But it’s impossibly good luck to  
combine this plea with an actual case of democratic revolution. 
 
This year our hosts were Senegalese NGOs, though the WSF is usually held  
at the university complex and dockyards of Porto Alegre in southern  
Brazil. At some point within the next decade, Durbanites should get up  
the nerve and offer to host it, but probably not until a certain ruling  
party ends its hegemonising ways, a test of which will come during  
state-society conflicts at November’s global climate summit. 
 
To be sure, tough times lie ahead in that other portentous world  
constructed by civil society (not political parties or religious  
institutions) in Cairo’s Tahrir Square over the past few weeks, in the  
wake of the Tunisian citizenry’s red card against Ben Ali. Algeria,  
Yemen and Palestine are also rumbling with hopeful bottom-up democratic 
instincts, as their pro-Western tyrannies shiver in fear. 
 
But the revolutions are not yet consolidated, and on Sunday, ominous  
reports from Cairo’s Higher Military Council – the new rulers – suggest  
a ban on worker meetings and prohibition of strikes is imminent. More of  
the protesting we saw 11 days ago by local trade unionists and Middle  
East solidarity activists at the Egyptian embassy in Pretoria will  
likely be needed. 
 
And reversing disastrous macroeconomic policies made in Washington is  
another looming challenge which cannot be shirked. Though he could also  
have meant Egypt (or for that matter South Africa), Cairo-born,  
Dakar-based political economist Samir Amin remarked of Tunisia,  
“Economic and social factors were also influential in the uprising of  
the people. The country experiences rapidly escalating unemployment,  
particularly of youth, including educated young people. The standard of  
living of the majority of the population is decreasing.” 
 
Still, with the booting of the Ali and Mubarak dictatorships, it does  
seem that the hardest part is over for millions who demonstrated so  
courageously, at the cost of hundreds of lives and thousands of  
injuries, especially when paramilitaries failed to evict Tahrir Square  
occupiers, confounding the regime’s dogmatic supporters in Tel Aviv and  
Washington. 
 
How foolish poor Barack Obama and Hillary Clinton must feel now, that  
their respective 2009 speeches about democracy (in Cairo!) and the need  
for internet freedoms are being taken so seriously by the masses. The  
backtracking by both – Obama vainly hoping Mubarak would stay until  



September to assure a pro-Israeli transition, and Clinton fruitlessly  
trying to clamp down on WikiLeaks (which assisted both uprisings) –  
offer another useful pedagogical example of the USA’s talk-left  
(democracy), walk-right (imperialism). 
 
Our colleagues at the Arab-African Research Centre have been watching  
dissent brew for years, studying 1200 distinct Egyptian protest actions  
since 2009 alone. The centre’s vice president Helmi Sharawy calls it a  
“popular youth revolution” whose legacy traces back three decades.  
What’s new, he reported from Tahrir Square last week, are Facebook,  
Twitter and the internet as the “youth’s last machinery of contact, as  
we are all suffering under Emergency Law since 1981.” Even though  
Mubarak pulled the internet plug, the social-networking ties were tight  
enough. 
 
And not just in Cairo, says Sharawy: “Millions came out in Alexandria,  
Suez, Mansoura, Fayoum, Damietta. A big percentage of women and 
children  
among demonstrators, poor women are more than others. Middle-class 
youth  
were in the majority at the beginning but the poor came to it for  
protest, and then as revolution. The traditional political parties are  
in a critical position because they were conservative in the beginning.” 
 
Back in Dakar, though, the WSF suffered debilitating logistical messes,  
which must be recognized so they don’t re-emerge in other such summits.  
Those who came long distances to hold specific panel discussions and  
learn from allies, present information, debate and take work forward in  
a formal setting were furious on the first two days at Diop University,  
the region’s largest. The well-networked middle-class NGO professionals  
regrouped quickly but lowest-income African women didn’t have 
cellphones  
and were most victimized. 
 
The problem was that WSF organisers simply had not achieved political  
power sufficient to hold university officials accountable to earlier  
oral promises of adequate space. An invitation for participation by  
Senegalese President Abdoulaye Wade – another pro-Western 
free-marketeer  
– was a non-sequitur given his hostility to WSF constituencies,  
especially thousands of angry local human rights and democracy activists. 
 
Not having the leading institutions’ political support meant the mass  
cancellation of the first round of panels and the time-consuming  
construction of alternative tent venues, as students descended into the  
scheduled classrooms during what should have been a holiday week in the  
university calendar. But a student strike against Wade’s new  
cost-recovery policy pushed classes forward, into last week. 
 
As an activist rightly demanded to WSF delegates just before the main  
environmental plenary on Thursday, “We are the youth of the country, we  
do not have the resources to enter. This is a public university. You are  
the international community. You have means to pressure. Until there is  
a solution we will continue to strike.” 
 
The WSF’s leading star this year was, ironically, a political head of  
state, Bolivian President Evo Morales. In addition to very powerful  
language about halting climate change, he raised an issue many South  
Africans appreciated: “We are going to go the UN to declare that water  
is a basic public need that must not be managed by private interests,  



but should be for all people, including people of rural areas.” 
 
The next question is how to add and link up all the other struggles to  
have needs met, including jobs, the environment and liberation from  
patriarchy, homophobia, racism and so many other backward systems. If  
any gathering can attempt a broad-based ideological revival that takes  
democracy as a foundation and adds socio-economic justice, it is the  
WSF. But reticence to tackle this ambitious challenge remains. 
 
A slightly smaller version of this agenda will appear here in November,  
as an alternative summit to the UN Conference of Polluters (COP17) hosts  
visiting climate justice activists. City Hall’s reported widespread  
corruption and financial mismanagement, controversies over UKZN’s  
hush-hush university review, and student protest against inadequate  
financial aid at the Durban University of Technology will have ebbed.  
But memories of masses of people arising under conditions previously  
considered highly unlikely, as in North Africa, will remain. 
 
From the North African revolutions to the West African WSF, other  
region’s civil societies might learn not only the pleasurable, drunken  
rhetoric of emancipation, but the patience not to get drunk on that  
rhetoric too fast, at least not before certain preconditions are  
achieved: democracy and the logistics that democracy demands. 
themercury.newspaperdirect.com 
 
(Patrick Bond is based at UKZN’s Centre for Civil Society.) 

 
 
Kusukela eCairo kuya eDakar kufike eDurban, impilo entsha ingenzeka! 
(Kodwa kungenzeka imiphakathi idakwe izinkulumo zayo 
ezinobumbaxambili?) 
NguPatrick Bond 
Yahunyushwa nguFaith ka-Manzi 
 
Ezinsukwini ezedlule umbuthano womhlaba wezishoshovu iWorld Social 
Forum (WSF) eDakar iphele abantu beneme kakhulu futhi sibonga 
ukukhixshwa embusweni kukaFaro waseEgypt obezondwa ngumhlaba 
wonke, konke lokhu kwenzeke sesicabanga ukuthi iWSF ayizukubakhona 
emva kobuhixihixi obubekhona zisuka-nje phansi. Njalo ngonyaka, ukuze 
kumelwane nezinhlelo zongxiwankulu eWorld Economic Forum 
ebasedolobheni laseSwitzerland iDavos, amashumi ezinkulungwane 
ezishoshovu zomphakathi ayahlangane ukuzochaza ukuthi yini akholelwe 
ukuthi “Impilo entsha ingenzeka!” Kodwa inhlanhla okungathi ingenzeke 
uma kuzohlanganiswa lelicebo kanye nokuvukelwa kombuso ukuze kubuswe 
ngentando yeningi. 
 
Kulonyaka besinakekelwa yizinhlangano ezingaphandle kukahulumeni 
(ngos) ngoba noma Iwsf ijwayelwe ukubanjelwa esikhungweni semfundo 
ephakeme kanye nasemachwebeni asePorto Alegre eningizimu Brazil. 
Engathi ngakokuhamba kwesikhathi eminyakeni eyishumi ezayo, abantu 
baseThekwini kufanele babe nesibindi kube yibo abazophatha 
lokukuhlanganyela, kodwa ngaphambi kokuba iqembu elithile elibusayo 
lingakayeki ukubusa ngokungabambisani nomphakathi, futhi lokhu 
siyokubona ngesikhathi uhulumeni nemiphakathi bebambene ngezihluthu 
ngesikhathi sengqungquthela yomhlaba emayelana nokushintsha kwesimo 
sezulu. 
 
Ukuqinisekisa, izikhathi ezinzima ziyeza ezizoba semhlabeni onokuthula 
elenziwa yimiphakathi (hayi amaqembu ezombusazwe noma amaqembu 



ezenkolo) njengaseTahrir Square eCairo kulasonto ambalwa edlule, 
ngenkathi izakhamizi zaseTunisia nazo kade zivukela umbusi uBen Ali 
waseTunis. IAlgeria, neYemen kanye nePalestine nabo abazibekile phansi 
ngokwethemba ukuba nentando yeningi eqhamuka emiphakathini, 
ngenkathi izitha zabo ezixhasa abababusa ngendlovuyangena bengenwa 
yitwetwe.  
 
Kodwa ukuvukelwa kwalemibuso akukahlanganiswa, futhi ngeSonto, 
imibiko emibi eqhamuka ohlakeni oluphezulu lombutho wezempi yaseCairo 
(Higher Military Council) – ababusi abasha – ibika ukuthi kungase kuvalwe 
ukuhlangana kwabasebenzi kanye nokulwa ngokubuswa ngesidlova. 
Ukubhikilisha okuningi esikubone kulezizinsuku ezevile kweziyishumi 
yizinhlangano zaseNingizimu Afrika zabasebenzi kanye nenhlanganyela 
yezishoshovu eziqhamuka emazweni aseMaphakathi neMpumalanga (Middle 
East) ezindlini zenxusa laseEgypt ePitoli kuzofanele kuqhubeke.  
 
Ukuphindisela emuva imigomo yezomnotho eyenziwa eWashington 
enemiphumela ecekela phansi enye ingqinamba engeke ize ibalekelwe. 
Noma ngabe ubeqonde iEgypt (noma iNingizimu Afrika), uSamir Amin 
umhlaziyi wezomnotho zombusazwe wathi ngeTunisia, “Izimo zomnotho 
kanye nezomphakathi yizona eziholele ekutheni abantu bavukele umbuso. 
Izwe libhekene kakhulu namazinga anyukayo okwesweleka kwemisebenzi, 
ikakhulukazi kulusha, ngisho nolusha olufundile. Izinga lempilo labaningi 
liyehla.” 
 
Noma kunjalo, ukuketulwa kwemibuso yendlovuyangena kaAli noMubarak, 
engathi okunzima kakhulu sekudlulwe kukho kwizigidi ezikhombise 
ngesibindi esikhulu, nganani lamakhulu labalahlekelwa izimpilo zabo kanye 
nezinkulungwane ezilimele, ikakhulukazi ngenkathi ezempoi zihluleka 
ukusuka ababehlezi ngodli eTahrir Square, okwathusa abaxhasi bombuso 
eTel Aviv kanye naseWashington.  
 
Engabe uBarack Obama noHillary Clinton bazizwa kanjani manje, ukuthi 
izinkulumo zabo ngentando yeningi zango2009 (eCairo!) kanye nesidingo 
sokukhululeka ngezokuxhumana ngeinternet abantu basithatha 
njengesibalulekile kakhulu. Ubumbaxambili babo bobabili – noObama 
ethemba okungenafu ukuthi uMubaral uzobusa kuze kube nguSeptemba 
ukuze umbuso omusha uzoxhasa izwe lakwaIsrael. Kanye futhi noClinto 
ezama okungenampumela ukuvala izindlela zokuxhumana zeinternet 
(Wikileaks) okuyizona ezisize izibhelu – esinye isiboniso lapho iMelika 
ikhuluma ngokulawaulwa ngentando yeningi, kodwa igqugquzele ukubuswa 
ngendlovuyangena (Talk-left/Walk-right). 
 
Ozakwethu baseArab-African Research Centre bebelokhu beqaphephele 
ukukhononda kuqhubeka iminyaka, befunda ngezibhelu ezingu1200 
ezenzeke eEgypt kusukela ngo2009. Isekela likaMongameli waloluhlaka 
uHelmi Sharawy ukubiza “njengokuvukelwa kombuso ngabantu 
okunedumela” futhi umsuka wakho useminyakeni engamathathu edlule. 
Okusha-ke, ebika eseTahrir Square ngesonto eledlule, ukuthi izindlela 
ezintsha zokuxhumana oFacebook, noTwitter kanye neinternet “iyona 
ndlela yokugcina yokuxhumana yalusha njengoba sonke sihlupheka 
ngaphansi kokulawulwa uMthetho Ophuthumayo kusukela ngo1981."Kodwa 
noma ngabe uMubarak ekunqamulile ukuxhunyanwa ngeinternet, 
ukuxhumana komphakathi ngezindlela zesimanjemanje bekusebenza 
impela.. 
 
Hayi-nje eCairo, kusho uSharawy: “Izigidi zeza eAlexandria, eSuez, 
eMansoura, eFayoum, eDamietta. Isibalo esikhulu sabesifazane kanye 
nezingane babehlanganyele nababebhikilisha, abesifazane abampofu 
baningi kakhulu kunabanye. Ulusha olufundile lwaluluningi kusaqala kodwa 



abampofu beza kubo ukuzobhikilisha, kwase kuholela ekuvukuleni umbuso. 
Amaqembu ezombusazwe ajwayelekile asenkingeni ngoba 
ayengontamolukhuni kwasekuqaleni.” 
 
Uma sesibuyela eDakar, noma-ke , iWSF ibe nobuhixihixi, okufanele 
bubhekwe kahle ukuze izimo ezinje zingavele emibuthwaneni elandelayo. 
Lapho ababesuka kude ukuze bezokhuluma nezingqinamba ababhekene 
nazo ngqo futhi bafunde kozakwabo, nabo baxoxe ngemininingwane yabo, 
kube nezinkulumo mpikiswano ukuze baqhubeke nemisebenzi yabo 
babedinwe begane unwabu ngezinsuku ezimbili zokuqala eDiop University, 
isikhungo semfundo esikhulukazi kulengxenye yaseAfrika. Izinhlangano 
ezingekho ngaphansi kukahulumeni zezifundiswa zona zashesha zakwazi 
ukubuye zizihlele kodwa laba abahola amaholo amancane kakhulu 
abesifazane baseAfrika babengenabo omakhalekhukhwini futhi baphatheka 
kabi kakhulu. 
 
Inkinga ukuthi abagqugquzeli balombuthano iWSF bebengakabi namandla 
ezombusazwe ngokwanele ukwenza ukuphoqa izikhulu zenyuvesi ukuthi 
zizigcine izivumelwano ezenziwa ngomlomo zokusinika izindawo ezanele 
zokuhlanganyela. Ukumenywa kukaMongameli waseSenegal ukuthi abe 
khona kulombuthano uAbdoulaye Wade –ongomunye oxhasa izinhlelo 
zongxiwankulu basemazweni aseNyakatho- akubanga khona ukuhlakanipha 
ngoba uyibukela phansi imigomo yeWSF, ikakhulukazi izinkulungwane 
zezishoshovu zakuleyandawo ezilwela amalungelo esintu kanye nokubuswa 
ngentando yeningi. 
 
Ukungaxhaswa ezombusazwe zakulesisikhungo kwachaza ukuhlakazwa 
kwezingxoxo zokuqala kanye nokudleka kwesikhathi kuzanywa ezinye 
izindawo zokuhlanganyela, njengoba nabafundi babefika emakilasini 
ngesikhathi kufanele ngabe basemaholidini ngokwekhalenda 
lasesikhungweni. Kodwa isiteleka ngabafundi belwa nendlela kaWade 
yokufuna izimali yenza langababikho iholidi baqhubeka nokufunda abafundi 
kwaze kwaba isonto elidlule. 
 
Njengesinye isishoshovu sathi kwizihambeli zeWSF ngaphambi 
kokuhlangano kokuhlelwa kwezingxoxo ezimayelana nesimo sezulu 
ngoLwesine, “Singulusha lalelizwe, kodwa azinazo izidingongqangi 
zokungena. Isikhungo somphakathi lesi. Nina ningabokuhamba 
basemazweni. Ningakwazi ukufaka ingcindezi. Kuze kube khona isixazululo 
sizoqhubeka nokubhikilisha.”  
 
Inkanyezi ebihola phambili kuWSF kulonyaka, ngokukhulu ukwethuka lokhu, 
bekunguMongameli waseBolivia uEvo Morales. Ngaphesu kwezinkulumo 
ezinzulu mayelana nokuphunyunywa kokulungiswa kwesimo sezulu, wavela 
nezinto ezining ezananelwa izihambeli zaseNingizimu Afrika: “Sizoya 
kwiNhlangano yeZizwe siyobatshela ukuthi amanzi ilungelo lawo wonke 
umuntu emphakathini okungafanelwe linganyelwe izinkampani zangasese, 
kodwa ngabo bone abantu, ngisho nabantu basemaphandleni.”  
 
Umbuzo olandelayo uthi zihlanganyela kanjani futhi sixhumana kanjani 
neminye imizabalazo ukuze izidingo zazo zihlangatshezwe, 
njengemisebenzi, ezemvelo nokukhululeka ekubusweni ngemithetho 
yamadoda, ukucwaswa kwabalala ngobulili obubodwa, ukucwaswa ngebala 
kanye nezinye izindlela eziningi ezisibuyisela emuva. Uma noma ikuphi 
ukuhlangana kungazama ukuvuselela umbono wentando yeningi 
njengesisekelo kwengenzwe ezobulungiswa kwezomnotho emphakathini, 
kungaba iWSF. Kodwa kuzoba umqansa. 
 
Uhlelo oluluncane oluthi alufane nokukade kwenzeka kulombuthano 
luzobonakala ngoNovemba, njengombuthano wezishoshovu ezobe 



zivakashile ezilwela ubulungiswa besimo sezulu, oza kungcono kulaba 
bazobe behlangene kwingqungquthela yeUN Conference of Polluters 
(COP17).Imibiko esabalele mayelana nenkohlakalo kanye nokuphathwa 
ngobudedengu kwezimali yizikhulu zikamasipala weTheku, ubuhixhixi 
kwimibiko ngezikhungo zemfundo ephakeme njengeUKZN, nokuteleka 
kwabanfundi ngokungabikhona ngokwanele kwezimali zokubaxhasa 
eDurban University of Technology kobe sekwehlile. Kodwa abantu abaningi 
bayokhumbula izimo ezazibenze ukuthi baze bawuchithe umbuso 
wengcindezi njengoba kwakungacatshngwa ukuthi kungenzeka, njengoba 
kwenzeke eNtshonalanga Afrika, kohlala kukhona. 
 
Kusukela ekuvukelweni kwemibuso eNtshonalanga Afrika kuya kumbuthano 
weWSF eMpumalanga Afrika, ezinye izingxenye zalelizwekazi imiphakathi 
yazo kuzofanele ifunde akukona-nje ukudakwa kwezinkulumo 
ezimbaxambili ezizobakhulula, kodwa ukubekezela ukuthi bangazikholelwa 
lezizinkulumo. Ngaphambi kkuthi kuhlangatshezwe imigomo ethile: intando 
yeningi kanye nemigomo ehambisana nentando yening. 
 
(UPatrick Bond unguSolwazi ozinze eUKZN’s Centre for Civil Society.)  
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An overview of the casualisation of work, and some of the broader 
implications of the forced “flexibilisation” of the labour market.  
 
Casualisation not only leads to lower wages and benefits, but also 
increases the ratio of unpaid to paid labour, and the intensity of work. It is 
a process where a dual labour market develops, stratified and mutually 
isolated: a core of permanent workers with a periphery of workers on 
fixed-term contracts, or contracted as self-employed individuals. 
 
Any discussion of this must start with how workers subjectively experience 
the process. The workers who are at the sharp end are almost entirely 
atomised, forced to use agencies as mediators between themselves and 
the employer. The assignments are variable in length, but generally grant 
less that a days notice before the work finishes, the worker either 
returning to unemployment, or being sent to another workplace. This is an 
effective barrier to the development of solidarity with other workers, and 
frustrates workplace organising. 
 
The agency receives a portion of each hours work, leaving the worker 
doubly exploited, with two sets of parasites extracting value. Temps don't 
qualify for the most basic of benefits: maternity pay, sick pay and pensions 
are all denied. As a result of EU temp-work legislation, agencies were 
forced to extend rudimentary benefits to their workers, like holiday pay. 
However, this was originally largely a PR exercise. What happened in 
reality was an incorporation of holiday pay into the hourly rate that a 
worker received, a paper exercise in shuffling numbers around, until 
further EU legislation outlawed this practice as well, so employers then cut 
temp workers' hourly pay back to below its previous level. Capital seems to 
have brought about 'just-in-time' employment to go with its 'just-in-time' 
production. 
 
Low-skilled and manual jobs have become almost totally the preserve of 
the agency, and here “flexible” results in dangerous work often being 



undertaken with little or no training. The death in 1998 of 24-year old 
Simon Jones in a shipyard only hours after starting work (with several 
minutes “training”) was the first well publicised example to bring this to 
peoples’ attention. The trend continued of course, with current rates of 
more than 1000 workers killed at work each year (with over 2 million being 
killed worldwide). The recent case of the Chinese cockle-pickers 
illustrated how use of illegal migrant labour, leaves such workers in a 
hyper-exploited position existing outside any regulatory framework at all. 
Little is known of the true extent of this but sectors known to be heavily 
reliant are garment manufacture, restaurants (and associated food 
industries like the meat-packing plants in Norfolk), construction and sex-
work. 
 
Contract  
This amounts to a ratcheting up of the discipline applied to labour, 
something that applies equally to those in longer-term work. There has 
been a long-term change in hiring strategies, with the widespread 
introduction of fixed contracts in place of the “job for life”, reducing job 
security and forcing workers into having to periodically renegotiate their 
positions. The teaching profession experienced this in the mid-80s, and it 
later spread throughout the public sector, often as a prelude to 
privatisation. Agencies are integral to the process of privatisation and are 
being extensively used in the NHS, especially in care-roles, administration 
and support positions. Self-employed subcontracting has long been used as 
a way of undermining workers organising abilities (for example in 
construction), and this has now spread to many other sectors. This 
uncertainty has lead to the longest working hours and highest levels of 
work-related stress in Europe as workers compete with each other to 
retain their jobs. The benefits of this to the bosses are obvious: higher 
intensity of work at lower costs, with the added gift of regular unpaid 
overtime (according to the TUC, to the tune of £23bn last year alone) and 
a disincentive to “be difficult”. 
 
According to the National Bureau of Statistics, the productivity per worker 
has more than doubled in the last 30 years. There has also been a massive 
rise in the number of workers as women (by choice or necessity) rejected 
their traditional roles and entered the job market, and the heightened 
disciplining of the unemployed marshalled many into low-wage service 
sector jobs. 
 
Deregulation of labour markets (e.g. through weakening legislation that 
once protected job security) makes it easier for employers to eliminate 
jobs or replace workers with others on less secure contracts. It becomes 
easier to pit workers against each other, extracting more labour at times 
and places more convenient to the process of production. Casualisation 
and “labour flexibility” have the overall effect of making it more difficult 
for workers to improve or extend their conditions. 
 
Casualisation As Process: There To Here  
The phenomenon being described must be understood as a product of the 
class struggle. It is very difficult to disentangle the complex 
interdependencies of cause-and-effect, as every economic development is 
a result of the manoeuvrings of both sides. It seems that the process of 
casualisation is largely a result of three factors: 
・ the shift from a manufacturing to a service based economy 
・ decomposition of the working class as a political actor 
・ increase in investment capital flows 
The shift away from manufacturing (with its traditional high levels of 
unionisation and strong collective bargaining) and towards services (small 



workplaces, higher ratios of management to workers, low levels of 
unionisation) has been a feature of the post-Thatcher era, with an 
attendant shift of power from labour to capital. 
 
This facilitated the destruction of organised labour, alongside anti-union 
laws and manufactured set-piece confrontations. A non-unionised worker 
in the UK gets an average of only 23 days holiday a year, compared to 29 
for a unionised worker, and levels of unionisation have consistently fallen. 
The now full integration of business unions [does the writer mean staff 
unions, sweetheart unions or what?]into the capitalist structure has 
reduced industrial militancy, and consequently the leadership has failed to 
put up a significant fight to defend their members’ interests. This has been 
a product not only of the historic defeats of organised labour, but also the 
collaborationist nature of business unions as mediator between capital and 
labour. 
 
Accumulated finance capital was used to fund both the investment and 
development of manufacturing plants abroad and the transfer of capacity 
to these areas. The ability of this capital to be rapidly extracted and 
redeployed elsewhere - enshrined in neo-liberal financial policies - has 
brought massive pressure to bear on any remaining knots of organised 
labour. Workers’ demands are countered with the very real threat of the 
outsourcing of their jobs. The bosses have used this to cut back on wage 
costs, attacking the wages and conditions of unionised workers, and by 
reducing the number of workers capable of being unionised further 
decomposing working class power. 
 
A New Role For The Reserve Army?  
It is possible that the shift towards a casualised workforce denotes a 
restructuring of the terrain of the class struggle. The “reserve army” that 
capitalism has historically created seems to be under new orders, and is 
being redeployed as casual labour. The massed ranks of the unemployed 
have ceased to be as useful to capital now that the working class has been 
politically weakened. Their historic function was to keep wages down by 
providing a constant entry pressure on the job market. The effect of this 
supply glut was mitigated by the power of collective bargaining. As the 
strength of the unions (and by proxy the ability of workers to collectively 
force higher wages on the capitalists) has been reduced, there is less 
collective pressure keeping wages up, so a portion of the unemployed can 
be siphoned back into work. 
 
The dole arose through the inclusion of working class needs in the social 
democratic state. With the retreat of social democracy, the state has 
repeatedly sought to 'reform' welfare. The introduction of the jobseekers' 
allowance in 1996 spearheaded an increased disciplining of the 
unemployed through social policy. The New Deal and associated programs 
have been very successful in forcibly shifting unemployed workers into low 
wage, low security “McJobs”, often socially subsidised (according to a June 
2000 Tory attack on Labour, to the tune of around £20K per job). Workers 
are regularly conditioned to tone down their expectations and be prepared 
to accept lower paid or skilled work than they had hoped for. The benefits 
system is used as a stick to make it increasingly difficult to refuse low paid 
work or anti-social hours, and a carrot is profferedin the guise of the tax 
system. Through benefits such as the Working Family Tax Credits, people 
are structurally encouraged onto the job market, often into part-time 
work, with workers subsidising low wage employers through their income 
tax. This greater regulation of the unemployed is the flip side to the 
deregulation of the labour market.  
 
Prospects For Resistance  



The last 30 years have seen a rapid increase in the amounts of speculative 
capital flowing around the global capital markets, which has placed 
another weapon in the armoury of the capitalist class. The globalisation of 
capital places pressure on all capitalist states to deregulate labour markets 
and facilitate cuts in labour costs. Attempts to radically alter the structure 
of UK capital markets as part of a reformist agenda would risk provoking a 
rapid outflow of capital, something the domestic state is never going to 
allow. 
 
The prospects for effective resistance to casualisation therefore do not lie 
in abstract campaigns intended to put pressure on the state to legislate 
against the bosses’ interests. There are three main strategies that may 
hold some promise. 
 
Worker-Run Temping Agencies  
One possible model for mitigating the effects of casualisation is for 
workers to set up their own agencies, outside the control of the capitalist 
class. It has been suggested that these could be directly run by unions. In a 
mature economy with intense internal competition, companies mainly 
concerned with reducing costs could respond well to an agency able to 
provide workers at or below the cost of workers from other agencies. A co-
operatively managed agency would have much lower overheads than a 
private-sector equivalent [this can work where income has been 
traditionally low like actors and artists/designers, but didn’t have much 
appeal when the ex-dockers tried to promote this idea amongst their 
members] being able to provide higher direct wages and benefits to its 
workers and possibly providing a site of political re-composition.  
 
There are historical precedents for this. The beginnings of the labour 
movement in Italy saw the formation of labour cooperatives amongst 
agricultural workers, which resurfaced in the movement of the Italian 
“organised unemployed” in the 80s. Similarly, the early French syndicalists 
set up (or more accurately took over) the “Bourse de Travails”- labour 
exchanges that provided a forum for political agitation. 
 
Aside from the distaste engendered in contemplating managing our own 
exploitation, there are issues associated with entering into competition 
with capitalist enterprises. One of the factors that caused the co-operative 
movement to fail was that it was subject to all the same pressures as 
traditional business. Over time hierarchy and bureaucracy developed and 
the radicalism ebbed. For a union to take on such a role may exacerbate 
the contradiction already implicit within what Negri calls “its traditional 
function as half-party and half-merchandise”. However, the class struggle 
must take precedence over squeamishness: the question is whether these 
forms would help or hinder the self-organising of casualised workers. 
 
The Development Of New Subjectivities  
Some initiatives have accepted the new terrain of atomisation and are 
seeking to develop a collective identity based on the shared experience of 
casualised work. The idea seems to be to attempt to develop a class-
consciousness based not on proximity to other workers but on the insecure 
conditions experienced by temporary workers. Apart from the use of 
wanky rhetoric like “existential precarity”, my personal opinion is that this 
project is of limited usefulness beyond raising the profile of casualised 
workers. 
 
Restoring the ties that bind  
As described in the previous section, there has been a long-term shift in 
hiring practices by the business class. As the form of the labour commodity 
changes, the organisational forms that struggle take must also change. 



Casualisation presents a threat to the whole working class, not just those 
affected by it directly. The slow encroachment of fixed-term contracts, 
forced overtime and the reduction of job security are threats to everyone. 
If a casualised worker finds a better job, they leave behind a position that 
another worker must fill. The most promising route for struggle is the 
development of much stronger links between temporary and permanent 
staff within each workplace. There are many positive examples of this, for 
instance the Workmates group on the London Underground and the 
Telegraph workers who brought temps in on all future wage demands and 
negotiations. This route would develop solidarity between workers, reduce 
the isolation experienced by the casualised, and increase the chances of 
both segments of the workforce winning better conditions. 
 
A long term goal should be developing class forces to the point where 
there are strong alliances between employed and unemployed workers, 
leading to the organisation of workers before they even enter the 
productive process. This would also be a method of organising workers 
within a community framework, encouraging class solidarity on another 
front. This was successfully accomplished in Sweden and Norway during 
and just after WW1, where workers in construction, logging and mining 
won better conditions through threatening pre-employment strikes.  
libcom.org 
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Nest of social and political problems lie behind the country’s turmoil 
Khalid Bhatti, SMP (CWI Pakistan), Lahore 
14 February 2011 
 
Yemen is the poorest country in the Middle East and a largely tribal society 
with more problems than most. It has emerged as a new base for al-Qa’ida 
militants driven out of their traditional sanctuaries on the Pakistan-
Afghanistan border. Yemen is also battling a secessionist movement in the 
south, an on-off rebellion in the north, and grinding poverty. Its oil 
reserves, which make up 70 percent of the government’s revenue, are 
dwindling and the nation relies on US aid. Nearly half of all Yemenis live 
below the poverty line and unemployment is at least 45 per cent.  
 
President Ali Abdullah Saleh, whom many analysts accuse of overseeing a 
corrupt regime that has failed to tackle economic grievances, has reacted 
to the unrest by backtracking on his plans to seek another term in 2013 
and denying accusations that he will try to hand over power to his son. He 
has also promised to slash taxes and cap food prices and raise the salaries 
of civil servants and the military. In 2006 Mr Saleh won a seven-year term 
in Yemen’s first open presidential election. Observers said the poll was fair 
but opposition parties complained of vote rigging.  
 
The government offered simple reforms including an increase in 
employees’ income, $20, and decreasing the income tax but corruption, 
slow and useless reforms, an increasing rate of unemployment and low 
income, have encouraged people in Yemen to follow the people in Tunisia, 
Egypt and Algeria, where the high levels of poverty are actually not as bad 
as in Yemen. Though many Yemenis share the same grievances and 
frustrations driving the upheavals in those countries, Yemen’s situation has 



distinct features. Activists are facing numerous obstacles, straddling 
political, social and economic fault lines, even as they gain courage and 
inspiration from the momentous events unfolding in the region.  
 
Unlike Egypt and Tunisia, impoverished Yemen has a small middle class 
and a large uneducated and illiterate population. Social networking sites 
such as Facebook, that helped mobilise the revolutions in Egypt and 
Tunisia, are not widely used here. Yemen’s internal security apparatus is 
at least as sophisticated and deeply entrenched as in Egypt; the army is 
staunchly loyal to Saleh, as are powerful tribes in a country where tribal 
allegiance is more significant than national identity. The opposition, while 
strong in numbers, is divided in its goals.  
 
"There is a popular movement and a political movement in Yemen," said 
Khaled al-Anesi, a lawyer and human rights activist who helped organise 
many of the recent protests. "But there is no support from the political 
parties for the popular movement, which is not organised. It is still weak 
and in the beginning stages".  
 
The president and his backers  
President Ali Abdullah Saleh came to power in 1978, first as president of 
North Yemen and then as leader of the newly united republic. North 
Yemen and the Democratic People’s Republic of Yemen (south), merged in 
1990 but fought a nasty civil war in 1994. Saleh has marginalised political 
opposition groups and installed relatives and allies to key political, military 
and internal security posts maintaining an extensive informal patronage 
network of tribal leaders, businessmen and clerics.  
 
At the beginning of January, President Saleh proposed a constitutional 
amendment that would allow him to stand for re-election in the next 
presidential ballot in two years’ time. However, events in Cairo and 
Tunisia made that move temporarily untenable and President Saleh has 
promised to stand aside in 2013. (He made a similar promise before the 
2006 presidential election, but eventually reversed this position.)  
 
After 30 years in power, he faces widespread anger, complaints of 
corruption and the concentration of power within his tribal sub-group, the 
Sanhan clan. Large areas of the country are already in open revolt against 
his regime, with a breakaway movement in the south, attacks on the 
security services by Al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) and a de-
facto semi-autonomous area under the control of northern rebels. Yemen 
has emerged as a new base for al-Qa’ida militants driven out of their 
traditional sanctuaries on the Pakistan-Afghanistan border.  
 
Western governments - worried about AQAP activity in Yemen and 
reluctant to deploy their own conventional military forces - are providing 
money and training to Yemen’s elite security and intelligence units. US 
special forces have helped to plan "track and kill" operations with the 
Yemeni military and the US has carried out several cruise missile strikes. 
President Saleh’s son, Ahmed Ali, and three nephews command these elite 
security and intelligence units. The president denies he intends to hand 
power to his son, but many Yemenis still believe he favours an eventual 
transfer of power within his family.  
 
Al Qaeda  
If the simmering insurrection in Yemen boils over, it has potentially dire 
consequences for the United States. American officials have worked 
closely with Yemeni leaders to stop al Qaeda from turning the country into 
the kind of stronghold Afghanistan was before 9/11.Bruce Riedel, a former 
CIA analyst who was an adviser to President Obama on the Afghanistan-



Pakistan review, said a collapse of the government in Yemen would be a 
major blow in the fight against terrorism.  
 
Al Qaeda has waged a successful propaganda war in Yemen, experts said, 
using government corruption and Saleh’s overtures to the United States to 
create unrest. Christopher Boucek, a Yemen specialist with the Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace, said: "We need to support the Yemeni 
government while they make changes but they need to make changes.”  
 
The terrorist group merged in Saudi Arabia and Yemen to form a single 
organization in early 2009. It calls itself al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula. 
Cleric Anwar al-Awlaki has emerged as the group’s leader. Al-Awlaki, an 
American of Yemeni decent, is believed to be hiding in Yemen.  
 
He is the only American on the CIA’s list of important targets to apprehend 
or kill. Boucek said the people of Yemen are justifiably angry at the Saleh 
government. "You look at Yemen and you have a very wealthy elite in 
control and everybody else. Most of the population gets by on a dollar a 
day," he said.  
 
That creates a dilemma for the United States, experts said -- continue to 
back a corrupt government in an effort to deny al Qaeda a key base, or 
deal with the inevitable chaos if that government collapses.  
 
The current government of President Ali Abdullah Saleh is corrupt, 
despotic, and presently fighting northern Shiites and separatist-minded 
southerners. Saleh’s government has limited influence outside of the 
capital. “Whoever runs the place,” according to The Independent’s Patrick 
Cockburn, has to contend with “tribal confederations, tribes, clans, and 
powerful families. Almost everybody has a gun, usually at least an AK-47 
assault rifle, but tribesmen often own heavier armaments.”  
 
To make things even more complex, Yemen’s northern neighbour, Saudi 
Arabia, has sent troops and warplanes to back up Saleh. The Saleh 
government and the Saudis claim the Shia uprising is being directed by Iran 
- there is no evidence to back up the charge - thus escalating a local civil 
war to a regional face-off between Riyadh and Teheran. According to 
Reuters, “The conflict in Yemen’s northern mountains has killed hundreds 
and displaced tens of thousands.” Aid groups put the number of refugees 
at 150,000.  
 
US imperialism’s interests  
The U.S. is already in Yemen, and was so even before the attempted 
bombing on Christmas Day last year of a Northwest Airlines flight by a 
young Nigerian. For most Americans, Yemen first appeared on their radar 
screens when the USS Cole was attacked in the port of Aden by al-Qaeda in 
2000, killing 17 sailors. It reappeared this past November when a U.S. 
Army officer linked to a Muslim cleric in Yemen killed 13 people at Fort 
Hood, Colorado. The Christmas Day attacker said he was trained by al-
Qaeda, and the group took credit for the failed operation.  
 
But U.S. involvement in Yemen goes back almost 40 years. In 1979, the 
Carter Administration blew a minor border incident between north and 
south Yemen into a full-blown East - West crisis, accusing the USSR of 
aggression. The White House dispatched an aircraft carrier and several 
warships to the Arabian Sea, and sent tanks, armoured personal carriers 
and warplanes to the North Yemen government.  
 
The tension between the two Yemens was hardly accidental. According to 
UPI, the CIA funnelled $4 million a year to Jordan’s King Hussein to help 



brew up a civil war between the conservative North and the wealthier and 
so-called socialist south.  
 
The merger between the two countries never quite took hold. Southern 
Yemenis complain that the north plunders its oil and wealth and 
discriminates against southerners. Demonstrations and general strikes by 
the Southern Movement demanding independence have increased over the 
past year. The Saleh government has generally responded with clubs, tear 
gas and guns.  
 
When Yemen refused to back the 1991 Gulf War to expel Iraq from Kuwait, 
the U.S. cancelled $70 million in foreign aid to Sanaa and supported a 
decision by Saudi Arabia to expel 850,000 Yemeni workers. Both moves had 
a catastrophic impact on the Yemeni economy that played a major role in 
initiating the current instability gripping the country.  
 
In 2002 the Bush administration used armed drones to assassinate several 
Yemenis it accused of being al-Qaeda members. The New York Times 
reported that the Obama administration launched a cruise missile attack 
on December 17 at suspected al-Qaeda members that, according to Agence 
France Presse, killed 49 civilians, including 23 children and 17 women. The 
attack has sparked widespread anger throughout Yemen that al-Qaeda 
organisers have heavily exploited.  
 
So is the current uproar over Yemen a case of a U.S. administration over-
reacting and stumbling into yet another quagmire in the Middle East? Or is 
this talk about a “global danger” just a smokescreen to allow the 
Americans to prop up the increasingly isolated and unpopular regime in 
Saudi Arabia?  
 
The game in play is considerably larger than the Arabian Peninsula and 
may have more to do with the control of the Indian Ocean and the South 
China Sea than with hunting down al-Qaeda in the Yemeni wilderness.  
 
The Asia Times’ M.K. Bhadrakumar, a career Indian diplomat who served in 
Afghanistan, Kuwait, Pakistan and Turkey, argues that the current U.S. 
concern with Yemen is actually about the strategic port of Aden. “Control 
of Aden and the Malacca Straits will put the U.S. in an unassailable 
position in the ‘Great Game’ of the Indian Ocean,” he writes.  
 
Aden controls the strait of Bab el-Mandab, the entrance to the Red Sea 
through which passes 3.5 million barrels of oil a day. The Malacca Straits, 
between the southern Malay Peninsula and the Indonesian island of 
Sumatra, is one of the key passages that link the Indian Ocean with the 
South China Sea and the Pacific Ocean.  
 
“Energy security” has been at the heart of U.S. foreign policy for decades. 
The 1980’s “Carter Doctrine” made it explicit that the U.S. would use 
military force if its energy supplies were ever threatened. Whether the 
administration was Republican or Democrat made little difference when it 
came to controlling gas and oil supplies, and the greatest concentration of 
U.S. military forces is in the Middle East, where 60 percent of the world’s 
energy supplies lie.  
 
Except for using Special Forces and supplying weapons, it is unlikely that 
the U.S. will intervene in a major way in Yemen. But through military aid 
it can exert a good deal of influence over the Sanaa government, including 
extracting rights for its bases.  
 
The White House has elevated the 200 or so “al-Qaeda in the Arabian 



Peninsula” members in Yemen into what the President calls a “serious 
problem,” and there are dark hints that the country is on its way to 
becoming a “failed state,” the green light for a more robust intervention. 
However, as Jon Alterman, Middle East Director of the Centre for Strategic 
and International Studies, argues, “The problems in Yemen are not 
fundamentally problems that military operations can solve.”  
 
Arab autocracy under threat  
Tawakel Karman, a female activist who has led several protests in Sanaaa, 
said on being released from detention:"We will continue until the fall of Ali 
Abdullah Saleh’s regime". She explained that the ’Southern Movement’ in 
the south, the (Shia) Huthi rebels in the north and the parliamentary 
opposition are all calling for political change.  
 
As Arab Royals and Arab “Presidents” peep through their palace windows, 
watching their nations’ unemployed and disenchanted use cell phones and 
laptops to communicate their daily struggles on Facebook and Twitter, a 
cold and forceful breeze can be felt in backstreet bazaars, university 
campuses and palace corridors. The breeze’s scent is not that of leather 
furniture and new money but rather the aroma of old suitcases and travel 
trunks. Could this be the end of Arab autocracy? Only time will tell.  
 
In a box?  
Yemen is a country slightly smaller than France with a population of 22 
million - perching on the southern tip of the Arabian Peninsula. It is the 
poorest country in the region, with one of the most explosive birthrates in 
the world. Unemployment hovers above 40 percent and projections are 
that its oil - which makes up 70 percent of its GDP - will run out in 2017, as 
will water supplies for the capital, Sanaa, in 2015.  
 
Yemen’s economy depends heavily on oil production, and its government 
receives the vast majority of its revenue from oil taxes. Yet analysts 
predict that the country’s petroleum output, which has declined over the 
last seven years, will fall to zero by 2017. The government has done little 
to plan for its post-oil future. Yemen’s population, already the poorest on 
the Arabian peninsula, is expected to double by 2035. An incredible 45% of 
Yemen’s population is under the age of 15 and nearly 70% is less than 24. 
These trends will exacerbate large and growing environmental problems, 
including the exhaustion of Yemen’s groundwater resources. Given that a 
full 90% of the country’s water is used for agriculture, this trend portends 
disaster.  
 
Yemen’s population has tripled since 1975 and will double again by 2035. 
Without a transformation of its economy through state ownership and 
democratic planning state revenue is forecast to decline to zero by 2017 
and the capital city of Sanaaa will run out of water by 2015 - partly 
because 40% of Sanaaa’s water is pumped illegally in the outskirts to 
irrigate the narcotic ’qat’ crop.  
 
A governmental report has revealed that there are about 1.4 million 
Yemeni children still outside education and unable to attend schools. The 
report, issued recently by the Supreme Council for Education Planning says 
this will mean a doubling of the number of illiterate people in the country. 
Widespread poverty forces parents to withdraw their children from first 
school grades and push them into the labour market, the report explained. 
http://www.socialistworld.net/doc/4845 

 



A Corporate Coup d’Etat 

 
 

 
 

George Monbiot 14 February 2011 
 
“I would love to see tax reductions,” David Cameron told an interviewer at 
the weekend, “but when you’re borrowing 11 per cent of your GDP, it’s 
not possible to make significant net tax cuts. It just isn’t.”(1) Oh no? Then 
how come he’s planning the biggest and crudest corporate tax cut in living 
memory? 
 
If you’ve heard nothing of it, you’re in good company. The obscure 
adjustments the government is planning to the tax acts of 1988 and 2009 
have been missed by almost everyone(2,3). They are, anyway, almost 
impossible to understand without expert help. But as soon as you grasp the 
implications, you realise that a kind of corporate coup d’etat is taking 
place. Like the dismantling of the NHS and the sale of public forests, no 
one voted for these measures, as they weren’t in the manifestos. While 
Cameron insists that he occupies the centre ground of British politics, that 
he shares our burdens and feels our pain, he has quietly been plotting with 
banks and businesses to engineer the greatest transfer of wealth from the 
poor and middle to the ultra-rich that this country has seen in a century. 
The latest heist has been explained to me by the former tax inspector, 
now a Private Eye journalist, Richard Brooks and current senior tax staff 
who can’t be named. Here’s how it works. 
 
At the moment tax law ensures that companies based here, with branches 
in other countries, don’t get taxed twice on the same money. They have to 
pay only the difference between our rate and that of the other country. If, 
for example, Dirty Oil PLC pays 10% corporation tax on its profits in 
Oblivia, then shifts the money over here, it should pay a further 18% in the 
UK, to match the corporate tax rate of 28%. But under the new proposals, 
companies will pay nothing at all in this country on money made by their 
foreign branches. 
 
Foreign means anywhere. If these proposals go ahead, the UK will be only 
the second country in the world to allow money that has passed through 
tax havens to remain untaxed when it gets here. The other is Switzerland. 
The exemption applies solely to “large and medium companies”(4): it is 
not available for smaller firms. The government says it expects “large 
financial services companies to make the greatest use of the exemption 
regime”(5). The main beneficiaries, in other words, will be the banks. 
 
But that’s not the end of it. While big business will be exempt from tax on 
its foreign branch earnings, it will, amazingly, still be able to claim the 
expense of funding its foreign branches against tax it pays in the UK. No 
other country does this. The new measures will, as we already know, 
accompany a rapid reduction in the official rate of corporation tax: from 
28% to 24% by 2014. This, a Treasury minister has boasted, will be the 
lowest rate “of any major Western economy”(6). By the time this 
government is done, we’ll be lucky if the banks and corporations pay 
anything at all. In the Sunday Telegraph David Cameron said “what I want 
is tax revenue from the banks into the Exchequer, so we can help rebuild 
this economy.”(7) He’s doing just the opposite. 
 
These measures will drain not only wealth but also jobs from the UK. The 
new legislation will create a powerful incentive to shift business out of this 
country and into nations with lower corporate tax rates. Any UK business 
which doesn’t outsource its staff or funnel its earnings through a tax haven 
will find itself with an extra competitive disadvantage. The new rules also 



threaten to degrade the tax base everywhere, as companies with 
headquarters in other countries will demand similar measures from their 
own governments. 
 
So how did this happen? You don’t have to look far to find out. Almost all 
the members of the seven committees the government set up “to provide 
strategic oversight of the development of corporate tax policy” are 
corporate executives. Among them are representatives of Vodafone, 
Tesco, BP, British American Tobacco and several of the major banks: 
HSBC, Santander, Standard Chartered, Citigroup, Schroders, RBS and 
Barclays(8,9). 
 
I used to think of such processes as regulatory capture: government 
agencies being taken over by the companies they were supposed to 
restrain. But I’ve just read Nicholas Shaxson’s Treasure Islands – perhaps 
the most important book published in the UK so far this year – and now I’m 
not so sure(10). Shaxson shows how the world’s tax havens have not, as 
the OECD claims, been eliminated, but legitimised; how the City of London 
is itself a giant tax haven, which passes much of its business through its 
subsidiary havens in British dependencies, overseas territories and former 
colonies; how its operations mesh with and are often indistinguishable 
from the laundering of the proceeds of crime; and how the Corporation of 
the City of London effectively dictates to the government, while remaining 
exempt from democratic control. If Hosni Mubarak has passed his alleged 
$70bn through British banks, the Egyptians won’t see a piastre of it. 
 
Reading Treasure Islands, I’ve realised that injustice of the kind described 
in this column is not a perversion of the system; it is the system. Tony Blair 
came to power after assuring the City of his benign intentions. He then 
deregulated it and cut its taxes. Cameron didn’t have to assure it of 
anything: his party exists to turn its demands into public policy. Our 
ministers are not public servants. They work for the people who fund their 
parties, run the banks and own the newspapers, insulating them from 
democratic challenge. 
 
Our political system protects and enriches a fantastically-wealthy elite, 
much of whose money is, as a result of their interesting tax and transfer 
arrangements, effectively stolen from poorer countries and poorer citizens 
of their own countries. Ours is a semi-criminal money-laundering economy, 
legitimised by the pomp of the Lord Mayor’s show and multiple layers of 
defence in government. Politically irrelevant, economically invisible, the 
rest of us inhabit the margins of the system. Governments ensure that we 
are thrown enough scraps to keep us quiet, while the ultra-rich get on with 
the serious business of looting the global economy and crushing attempts 
to hold them to account. 
 
And this government? It has learnt the lesson that Thatcher never grasped. 
If you want to turn this country into another Mexico, where the ruling elite 
wallows in unimaginable, state-facilitated wealth while the rest can go to 
hell, you don’t declare war on society, you don’t lambast single mothers or 
refuse to apologise for Bloody Sunday. You assuage, reassure, conciliate, 
emote. Then you shaft us. 
www.zcommunications.org 
www.monbiot.com 
 
References: 
1. www.telegraph.co.uk 
 
2. See: HM Treasury, 2011. Overview of draft legislation for Finance Bill 
2011. 



www.hm-treasury.gov.uk 
 
3. HM Treasury, 2011. Corporate Tax Reform: delivering a more 
competitive system. 
www.hm-treasury.gov.uk 
 
4. HM Treasury, 2011, Part IIIB: Foreign branch taxation, para 2.16. 
www.hm-treasury.gov.uk 
 
5. HM Treasury, 2011. Overview of draft legislation for Finance Bill 2011, 
page 75. 
www.hm-treasury.gov.uk 
 
6. www.publications.parliament.uk 
 
7. www.telegraph.co.uk 
 
8. Members of the Liaison committee are listed here: 
www.hm-treasury.gov.uk 
 
9. Members of the six working groups are listed here: 
www.hm-treasury.gov.uk 
 
10. Nicholas Shaxson, 2011. Treasure Islands: tax havens and the men who 
stole the world. Bodley Head, London. 
 
Source: Published in the Guardian 8th February 2011 

 

The City in the Field 

 
 

 
 

 
Nawal El saadawi 11 February 2011 
 
Now, almost age 80, I have lived to witness and participate in the Egyptian 
Revolution of 25 January 2011. 
 
I am writing this Sunday morning 6 February 2011. 
 
For 12 days and nights now, millions of Egyptian women and men, Muslims 
and Christians, people of all ideologies and beliefs—the Egyptian people—



have continued to unite under the banner of spontaneous popular 
revolution. They unite against the existing corrupt, tyrannical system, 
rotten from the head to the feet of the modern Pharaoh. His throne is 
sticky with the blood of the people, as his ruling party releases thugs to 
kill the young, and parliament’s deputies forge fake laws, while trading in 
land and women, drugs and bribes. His so-called educated elite long ago 
sold its pens and conscience, misleading public opinion, all for the 
interests of positions in government, large or small. 
 
But this revolution has launched young women, men, and even children 
from their homes, driving them forward, protecting each other. So the old 
order is falling, and with it falls what the police call “Security,” and with 
it falls the elite controlling information and culture, and with it falls the 
self-appointed “Committee of the Wise Men” who are linked to wealth and 
power. And party leaders, even those in so-called opposition who 
nevertheless opportunistically supported the regime covertly and overtly 
for more than half a century, all are falling. 
 
These were the forces that wreaked chaos under the name of security, 
dictatorship under the name of democracy, poverty and unemployment 
under the name of development and prosperity, prostitution and 
harassment and misogyny under the name of freedom of choice or 
tradition, and subordination and servile colonialism under the name of 
partnership and friendship or the peace process. They imprisoned women 
like myself, owners of voices and pens, trying to silence us inside their 
cells, or isolate us and distort our reputation, or expel us to exile outside 
and inside the homeland. 
 
But this time is different. This time there poured forth millions of men and 
women, to the streets of all the provinces, all the villages and cities, from 
Aswan to Alexandria, Suez, Port Said, every inch of the homeland. In the 
capital, Cairo, shines the field of liberation, Tahrir (which means 
Liberation) Square—our land, our camp. It is a tent city over asphalt, and 
inside the tents one bloc solid of human beings. 
 
We do not leave our place even when attacked last Wednesday 2 February 
by police disguised in civilian clothes, who broke into our field—gangs 
hired by the regime, taking bribes. Gunmen with all kinds of weapons 
riding horses and camels came thundering at us. I was sitting in the square 
talking with young people, and I saw with my own eyes the barbarism, 
riders in the field, fire everywhere, dust and smoke covering the ground. I 
saw fireballs flying in the air, and young women and men drop down and 
bleed. 
 
Yet the Egyptian people’s dovish calls for freedom, dignity, and justice 
persisted, and the Defense Committee of Revolutionary Youth was able to 
triumph over the thugs, and even arrest some of the bribe-takers with all 
their identity cards—including state security officers, trustees of police. 
Some of them have no work, some of them admitted taking 200 pounds 
and being promised 5000 pounds if they dispersed the people in the field 
and showered Molotov cocktails down on us. 
 
Still, it goes on. Young people set up the tents for rest a few hours at 
night, so the mothers of infants and their children would no longer be on 
the ground in the cold and the rain. Hundreds of young girls walk free, 
chanting—and not one has been sexually harassed or molested. The chants 
are for freedom, dignity, and equality—and many are led by women, with 
men following. Coptic Christians are side by side with Muslims. Even some 
of the youth of the Muslim Brotherhood told me, “We disagree with some 
your writings but love you because you did not change opportunistically, 



you have been consistent.” Another young man came to embrace me and 
say, “Oh Nawal, we are the new generations who read your books. I did 
and was guided by creativity and rebellion and the revolution of your 
thoughts.” 
 
Swallowing tears, I said to them, “This Eid [festival] is to us all the festival 
of freedom, dignity, creativity, rebellion, and the revolution.” 
 
A young woman called Rania said, “We call for a new constitution that 
does not distinguish between people on the basis of religion, sex, or creed, 
race, or other.” A young Christian named Boutros added, “We want a 
uniform civil code of personal status for all people without distinction as 
to religion, sex, or sect.” A young man called Tariq told me, “We who 
made the revolution have to choose our transitional government and a 
national commission to change the constitution.” Another, named 
Mohammad Amin, cried, “We want a solution to the People’s Assembly and 
Shura Council and the work of fair elections to choose a new president and 
boards of a new popularity.” Yet another named Jalal, said, “We are a 
popular revolution for a new social contract, we want to select the 
transitional government, and to choose the National Committee, which can 
change the constitution. We do not want the new-formed Committee of 
the Elders of the Revolution, imposing their ideas on us. They are 
opportunists who did not participate here with us, suffer here with us. 
They arrive now from Europe or America, Egyptians who have lived their 
lives outside the homeland, come now to assume the leadership of the 
revolution. To them we say: ‘We lead the revolution, having among us our 
own “Elders” of young people aged thirty or forty or fifty years; we have 
specialists in all scientific, political, economic and other fields.’” And a 
young man named Mohammed said “I feel proud for the first time in my 
life because I am an Egyptian. Some of us were killed, but we turned the 
defeat into victory, paying the price of freedom with the blood of our 
martyrs. There is no force that can bring us back to back. Never.” 
 
So they continue, building the city of the field to complete its facilities; 
building the makeshift hospital, wherein lies the injured tended by 
volunteer doctors and nurses from the crowds of young people; building 
the city in the field for which people volunteered blankets and medicines, 
cotton and linen, food and water. 
 
This is like a dream. 
 
I live with these young men and women day and night, watching as they 
form committees to take on the work of daily cleaning the field to the 
transfer of the injured to hospital, to the provision of food and medicines, 
to defending the field and responding to the regime’s lies in the media, to 
the nomination of names for the Transitional Government. 
 
We are one people. Everyone calls for the departure of Mubarak and his 
men in the Party and the government, calls for an end to the bloodshed 
like that last Wednesday, and an end to corruption, tyranny, and over 30 
years of entrenched governance, and calls for a chance to speak the rest 
of our reality out loud to the world. 
 
This English language version is a Women’s Media Center Exclusive that will 
also be posted on the Ms. Magazine Blog. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
The views expressed in this commentary are those of the author alone and 
do not represent WMC. WMC is a 501(c)(3) organization and does not 
endorse candidates.  



 
 
The City in the Field 
 
NguNawal El saadawi  
Yahunyushwa nguFaith ka-Manzi 
 
Njengamanje, sengihlanganise iminyaka eyishumi nesishagalombili, futhi 
ngiphile ngaze ngaba ufakazi nami ngazimbandakanya nokuvukelwa 
kombuso wase-Egypt ngoJanuwari 2011. 
 
Ngibhala lombiko ngeSonto ekuseni ngesonto lokuqala likaFebruary 2011. 
 
Ezinsukwini nobusuku obuyishumi nambili, izigidi zabesifazane namadoda 
baseEgypt, amaSulumane namaKrestu, abantu bezinkolelo nokubona 
ngokwehlukile kwezombusazwe bonke – abantu baseEgypt – baqhubekile 
bahlanganyela ngaphansi kombono owodwa ukuthi bavukela umbuso. 
Bahlanganyele ukumelana nenkohlakalo, ukubuswa ngendlovuyangena, 
okubolile kusuka emandulo kuze kufike kuFaro obusa manje. Umbuso 
wakhe ugcwele igazi labantu,njengoba inhlangano yakhe yezombusazwe 
idedela izigelekeqe ukuthi zibulale ulusha, bese kuthi izinduna 
zasephalamende zishaye imithetho engenasisekelo, ngenkathi bedayisa 
ngomhlaba nangebesifazane, izidakamizwa kanye nomkhonyovu. Ababusi 
bakhe abaziwa ngokuthi izifundiswa kudala badayisa ngosiba kanye 
nangonembeza, bedusa indlale umphakathi ocananga ngayo, ngoba 
begaqele izikhundla zikahulumeni, ezinkulu noma ezincane. 
 
Lokhukuvukelwa kombuso sekwenze abaesifazane abasebasha, amadoda, 
ngisho nezingane kusukela emakhaya abo, kubayisa phambili, bevikelana. 
Ngakho-ke umbuso omdala uyashabalala, kanti ukuchitheka kwawo kuphela 
nalokho amaphoyisa akubiza “ukuvikeleka” ngakho kuphela ukulawulwa 
kokusabalaliswa kolwazi kanye nezobuciko, futhi sekuphela iqembu 
elazibeka lona elibizwa ngokuthi “iKomidi laMadoda aHlakaniphile” 
abaxhumene kakhulu nengcebo kanye namadla. Kanye nabaholi beqembu, 
ngisho nalabo abazibiza njengamaqembu aphikisayo kodwa ngenxa 
yokufuna ukugombela kwesabo bawuxhasa lombuso obala kanye 
nangesinyenyela cishe iminyaka engamshumi ayisihlanu, nabo futhi 
sebephelelwe isikhathi. 
 
Laba ngabantu abadala inxushunxushu ngaphansi kwegama lezokuzivikela, 
ukubuswa ngendluzula ngephansi kwegama lentando yeningi, ubuhlwempu 
kanye nokungabibikgo kwemisebenzi ngaphansi kwegama lentuthuko kanye 
nokuhlomula, ukudayiswa komzimba kanye nokuhlukunyezwa ngaphansi 
kwegama lenkululeko yokuzikhethela kanye namasiko, kanye nokuba 
ngaphansi kwengcindezi nokuphila ubugqila ngaphansi kwegama 
lobudlelwane kanye nobungane noma ukwenza izindlela zokuthula.Bavalela 
emajele abesifazane abanjengami, abangabanikazi bosiba kanye namazwi, 
bezama ukusithulisa genkathi singaphakathi ezindlwaneni zethu ejele, 
ukusihlukanisa nabantu kanye nokucekela phansi izimilo zethu, noma 
ukusixoshela ngaphandle noma ngaphakathi ezweni lokhokho bethu. 
 
Kodwa-ke lesisikhathi sesihlukile. Isikhathi lapho kuphume khona izigidigidi 
zamadoda nabesifazane, emigwaqeni yazozonke izifunda, ezabelweni 
kanye nasemadolobheni, kusukela eAswan kuya eAlexandria, eSuez, ePort 
Said, yonke indawo ezweni lakithi. Enhlokodolobha, eCairo, kucwebezela 
insimu yokukhululeka, uTahrir (okuchaza ukukhululeka) Square – izwe 
lethu, lapho sihlanganyela khona. Idolobha lamatende ngaphezu kwetiyela. 
Fuhti ngaphakathi kwamatende kunabantu ababumbene ngendlela 
emangalisayo. 



 
Asiyishiyanga indawo yethu noma sesihlaselwa ngoLwesithathu 
langomhlaka2 kuFebruwari ngamaphoyisa ecashe ngokugqoka izingubo 
zomphakathi, bahlasela insimu yethu – izigelekeqe ezaziqashwe ngumbuso, 
bethatha ngisho umkhonyovu. Kukgona ababephethe yonke inhlobo 
yezibhamu begibele amahashi, behamba ensimini, bedubula yonke indawo, 
uthuli kanye nentuthu kugcwalise yonke indawo. Ngabona amabhola omlilo 
endiza emoyeni, abesifazane abasebancane kanye namadoda bewela 
phansi futhi begxiza igazi. 
 
Kodwa intshisekelo yabantu baseEgypt yenkululeko, ukuhlonishwa, kanye 
nobulungiswa yaphikelela, kanti neKomiti Lokuzivikela Labasha 
Abayizishoshovu (Defense Committee of Revolutionary Youth) bakwazi 
ukuphumelela bazivikela kulezizigelekeqe, futhi baze babopha labo 
ababethatha imali yomkhonyovu kanye nomazisi babo – ngisho 
namasebenzi bombuso bokuvikela, izethenjwa zamaphoyisa. Abanye babo 
abasebenzi, abanye bavuma ukuthi babethatha opondo abangamakhulu 
amabili futhi bethenjiswa ukukhokhelwa opondo abayizinkulungwane 
eziyisihlanu umangase bakwazi ukuhlakaza abantu ensimini futhi 
basijikijela ngamabhomu okwenziwa ngophethiloli. 
 
Kodwa-ke khona kunjalo kusaqhubeka. Abantu abasha ibona abagxumeka 
amatende okuthi kuphumulwe mahora ambalwa ebusuku, ukuze omama 
babantwana kanye nezingane bengeka behlezi ngaphandle emakhazeni 
kanye nasemvuleni. Amakhulu amantombazane ayehamba ngokukhululeka, 
becula – futhi akekho noyedwa owahlukumezeka ngocansi. Amaculo 
kwakungawenkululeko, ukuhlonishwa , kanye nokulingana – futhi abaningi 
ayeholwa ngabesifazane, amadoda elandela. AmaKrestu angontamolukhuni 
ayehlanganyele namaSulumani. Futhi ngisho abantu abasha beMuslim 
Brotherhood bangitshela ukuthi, “Asivumelani kanye neminye yemibhalo 
yakho kodwa siyakuthanda ngoba awuzange ushintshe ngesikhathi sekuvela 
amathuba, uhlale ukhuluma into eyodwa.” Elinye ibhungu leza lazongigaxa 
lathi, “Oh Nawal, siyisizukulwane esisha esifunda izincwadi zakho kanye 
nobushoshovu bemicabango yakho.” 
 
Ngigwinya izinyembezi, ngathi kubona, “Lomgubho (iEid) kuthina 
uwumgubo wenkululeko, ukuhlonishwa, ubuchwepheshe, ubushoshovu 
kanye nokuvukela umbuso.” 
 
Owesifazane osemusha ogama lakhe linguRania wathi, “Sifuna 
umthethosisekelo omusha ongahlukanisi abantu ngenxa yenkolo, ubulili, 
ubuhlanga nomayini.” Ibhungu elinguMKrestu elingu Boutros lalekelela 
ngokuthi, “ Sifuna indlela efanayo yokuziphatha kwabantu ngaphandle 
kwemibandela yenkolo, ubulili kanye nobuqembu.” Elinye futhi ibhungu 
uTariq wangitshela ukuthi, “Thina esiqumbe phansi lombuso kufanele 
sikhethe uhulumeni wekuqhubekela phambili kanye nekhomishini 
elizoshintsha umthethosisekelo.” Omunye okuthiwa, nguMohammad Amin, 
wakhala ethi, “Sifuna isixazululo kwinhlanganyelo yabantu (People’s 
Assembly) kanye neShura Council kanye nomsebenzi onobulungiswa 
wokhetho ukukhetha umongameli omusha kanye nebhodi elinedumela.” 
Futhi nomunye uJala, wathi, “Siyizishoshovu ezinedumela ukuze kube 
khona izinqumo ezintsha, sifuna ukukhetha uhulumeni wesikhashana, 
kanye nokukhetha iKomidi likaZwelonke, okungashintsha umthethosisekelo. 
Asifuni iKomidi Labadala leziShoshovu, lisitshele ukuthi senzeni. 
Bangogaxekile abangazange bahlanganyele nathi, bahlupheke kanye nathi. 
Bayafika bavela emazweni aseNyakatho noma eMelika, amaEgyptians 
abekade bephila izimpilo zabo ngaphandle, asebenza ngoba sebefuna 
ukuhola ukuvukelwa kombuso. Kubona sifuna kuthi: Ithina esihole izibhelu 
zokuketula umbuso, futhi phakathi kwethu bakhona “Abadala bethu” 
babantu abasha abeneminyake engamashumi amathathu, noma amane 



noma ayisihlanu; sibe ngochwepheshe kwezesayensi, ezombusazwe, 
ezomnotho kanye neminye imikhakha.” Futhi ibhungu elinguMohammed 
lathi, ‘Ngiyazigqaja ngokokuqala empilweni ukuthi ngiyiEgyptian. Abanye 
bethu babulawa, kodwa saphendula ukwehlulwa sakwenza impimelelo, 
sikhokhela inani lenkululeko ngegazi lamaqhawe ethu. Akukho mandla 
asiphindisela emuva. Ngeke.” 
 
Ngakho-ke baqhubeka bakha idolobha lasensimini ukuze kube khona 
izidingongqangi; benza izibhedlela zezikhashana, lapho kulala khona 
abalimele benakekelwa ngodokotela nabahlengikazi abavolontiyayo 
abaqhamuka ezihlwelweni zabantu abansha, abakha idolobha ensimini 
lapho abantu benikela ngezingubo zokulala nangemithi, izindwangu, ukudla 
namanzi. 
 
Lokhu ungathi iphupho. 
Ngihlala labantu abasha besifazane nabesilisa ubusuku nemini, ngibabuke 
ngenkathi behlanganisa amakomidi okucaza umsebenzi wokuhlanza insimu 
zonke izinsuku kuze kube ukuthutha balimele esibhedlela, kube 
ukusabalalisa ukudla nemithi, ukuvikela insimu noluphikisana namanga 
akhulunywa umbuso nabezindaba, kuze kufike ekukhethweni kwamagama 
abazophatha uHulumeni weSikhashana. 
 
Sibanye. Wonke umuntu ufuna uMubarak namadoda akhe eqenjini lakhe 
kakuhulumeni bahambe, sifuna kuphele ukuchitheka kwegazi njengoba 
kusanda kwenzeka, kuphele inkohlakalo, ukubuswa ngendlovuyangena, 
neminyaka engaphezu kwamashumi amathathu kahulumeni okunobudlova, 
sifuna ithuba lokukhuluma ngezidingo zethu futhi zaziwe umhlaba wonke. 
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The following is an excerpt from 23 Things They Don’t Tell You About 
Capitalism by Ha-Joon Chang. 
Ha-Joon Chang 10 February 2011 
 
Thing 1: There is no such thing as a free market 
 
What they tell you 
Markets need to be free. When the government interferes to dictate what 
market participants can or cannot do, resources cannot flow to their most 
efficient use. If people cannot do the things that they find most profitable, 
they lose the incentive to invest and innovate. Thus, if the government 
puts a cap on house rents, landlords lose the incentive to maintain their 
properties or build new ones. Or, if the government restricts the kinds of 
financial products that can be sold, two contracting parties that may both 
have benefited from innovative transactions that fulfill their idiosyncratic 
needs cannot reap the potential gains of free contract. People must be left 
"free to choose," as the title of free-market visionary Milton Friedman’s 
famous book goes. 
 
What they don’t tell you 
The free market doesn’t exist. Every market has some rules and 
boundaries that restrict freedom of choice. A market looks free only 
because we so unconditionally accept its underlying restrictions that we 
fail to see them. How "free" a market is cannot be objectively defined. It is 
a political definition. The usual claim by free-market economists that they 
are trying to defend the market from politically motivated interference by 
the government is false. Government is always involved and those free-



marketeers are as politically motivated as anyone. Overcoming the myth 
that there is such a thing as an objectively defined "free market" is the 
first step towards understanding capitalism. 
 
Labor ought to be free 
In 1819 new legislation to regulate child labor, the Cotton Factories 
Regulation Act, was tabled in the British Parliament. The proposed 
regulation was incredibly "light touch" by modern standards. It would ban 
the employment of young children – that is, those under the age of nine. 
Older children (aged between ten and sixteen) would still be allowed to 
work, but with their working hours restricted to twelve per day (yes, they 
were really going soft on those kids). The new rules applied only to cotton 
factories, which were recognized to be exceptionally hazardous to 
workers’ health. 
 
The proposal caused huge controversy. Opponents saw it as undermining 
the sanctity of freedom of contract and thus destroying the very 
foundation of the free market. In debating this legislation, some members 
of the House of Lords objected to it on the grounds that "labor ought to be 
free." Their argument said: the children want (and need) to work, and the 
factory owners want to employ them; what is the problem? 
 
Today, even the most ardent free-market proponents in Britain or other 
rich countries would not think of bringing child labor back as part of the 
market liberalization package that they so want. However, until the late 
19th or the early 20th century, when the first serious child labor 
regulations were introduced in Europe and North America, many 
respectable people judged child labour regulation to be against the 
principles of the free market. 
 
Thus seen, the "freedom" of a market is, like beauty, in the eyes of the 
beholder. If you believe that the right of children not to have to work is 
more important than the right of factory owners to be able to hire 
whoever they find most profitable, you will not see a ban on child labor as 
an infringement on the freedom of the labor market. If you believe the 
opposite, you will see an "unfree" market, shackled by a misguided 
government regulation. 
 
We don’t have to go back two centuries to see regulations we take for 
granted (and accept as the "ambient noise" within the free market) that 
were seriously challenged as undermining the free market, when first 
introduced. When environmental regulations (e.g., regulations on car and 
factory emissions) appeared a few decades ago, they were opposed by 
many as serious infringements on our freedom to choose. Their opponents 
asked: if people want to drive in more polluting cars or if factories find 
more polluting production methods more profitable, why should the 
government prevent them from making such choices? Today, most people 
accept these regulations as "natural." They believe that actions that harm 
others, however unintentionally (such as pollution), need to be restricted. 
They also understand that it is sensible to make careful use of our energy 
resources, when many of them are non-renewable. They may believe that 
reducing human impact on climate change makes sense too. 
 
If the same market can be perceived to have varying degrees of freedom 
by different people, there is really no objective way to define how free 
that market is. In other words, the free market is an illusion. If some 
markets look free, it is only because we so totally accept the regulations 
that are propping them up that they become invisible. 
 
Piano wires and kungfu masters 



Like many people, as a child I was fascinated by all those gravity-defying 
kung fu masters in Hong Kong movies. Like many kids, I suspect, I was 
bitterly disappointed when I learned that those masters were actually 
hanging on piano wires. 
 
The free market is a bit like that. We accept the legitimacy of certain 
regulations so totally that we don’t see them. More carefully examined, 
markets are revealed to be propped up by rules – and many of them. 
 
To begin with, there is a huge range of restrictions on what can be traded; 
and not just bans on "obvious" things such as narcotic drugs or human 
organs. Electoral votes, government jobs and legal decisions are not for 
sale, at least openly, in modern economies, although they were in most 
countries in the past. 
 
University places may not usually be sold, although in some nations money 
can buy them – either through (illegally) paying the selectors or (legally) 
donating money to the university. Many countries ban trading in firearms 
or alcohol. Usually medicines have to be explicitly licensed by the 
government, upon the proof of their safety, before they can be marketed. 
All these regulations are potentially controversial – just as the ban on 
selling human beings (the slave trade) was one and a half centuries ago. 
 
There are also restrictions on who can participate in markets. Child labor 
regulation now bans the entry of children into the labor market. Licenses 
are required for professions that have significant impacts on human life, 
such as medical doctors or lawyers (which may sometimes be issued by 
professional associations rather than by the government). Many countries 
allow only companies with more than a certain amount of capital to set up 
banks. Even the stock market, whose underregulation has been a cause of 
the 2008 global recession, has regulations on who can trade. You can’t just 
turn up in the New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) with a bag of shares and 
sell them. Companies must fulfill listing requirements, meeting stringent 
auditing standards over a certain number of years, before they can offer 
their shares for trading. Trading of shares is only conducted by licensed 
brokers and traders. 
 
Conditions of trade are specified too. One of the things that surprised me 
when I first moved to Britain in the mid-1980s was that one could demand 
a full refund for a product one didn’t like, even if it wasn’t faulty. At the 
time, you just couldn’t do that in Korea, except in the most exclusive 
department stores. In Britain, the consumer’s right to change her mind was 
considered more important than the right of the seller to avoid the cost 
involved in returning unwanted (yet functional) products to the 
manufacturer. There are many other rules regulating various aspects of the 
exchange process: product liability, failure in delivery, loan default, and 
so on. In many countries, there are also necessary permissions for the 
location of sales outlets – such as restrictions on street-vending or zoning 
laws that ban commercial activities in residential areas.  
 
Then there are price regulations. I am not talking here just about those 
highly visible phenomena such as rent controls or minimum wages that 
free-market economists love to hate. 
 
Wages in rich countries are determined more by immigration control than 
anything else, including any minimum wage legislation. How is the 
immigration maximum determined? Not by the "free" labor market, which, 
if left alone, will end up replacing 80–90 per cent of native workers with 
cheaper, and often more productive, immigrants. Immigration is largely 
settled by politics. So, if you have any residual doubt about the massive 



role that the government plays in the economy’s free market, then pause 
to reflect that all our wages are, at root, politically determined. 
 
Following the 2008 financial crisis, the prices of loans (if you can get one 
or if you already have a variable rate loan) have become a lot lower in 
many countries thanks to the continuous slashing of interest rates. Was 
that because suddenly people didn’t want loans and the banks needed to 
lower their prices to shift them? No, it was the result of political decisions 
to boost demand by cutting interest rates. Even in normal times, interest 
rates are set in most countries by the central bank, which means that 
political considerations creep in. In other words, interest rates are also 
determined by politics. 
 
If wages and interest rates are (to a significant extent) politically 
determined, then all the other prices are politically determined, as they 
affect all other prices. 
 
Is free trade fair? 
We see a regulation when we don’t endorse the moral values behind it. 
The 19th-century high-tariff restriction on free trade by the U.S. federal 
government outraged slave-owners, who at the same time saw nothing 
wrong with trading people in a free market. To those who believed that 
people can be owned, banning trade in slaves was objectionable in the 
same way as restricting trade in manufactured goods. Korean shopkeepers 
of the 1980s would probably have thought the requirement for 
"unconditional return" to be an unfairly burdensome government regulation 
restricting market freedom. 
 
This clash of values also lies behind the contemporary debate on free trade 
vs. fair trade. Many Americans believe that China is engaged in 
international trade that may be free but is not fair. In their view, by 
paying workers unacceptably low wages and making them work in 
inhumane conditions, China competes unfairly. The Chinese, in turn, can 
riposte that it is unacceptable that rich countries, while advocating free 
trade, try to impose artificial barriers to China’s exports by attempting to 
restrict the import of "sweatshop" products. They find it unjust to be 
prevented from exploiting the only resource they have in greatest 
abundance – cheap labor. 
 
Of course, the difficulty here is that there is no objective way to define 
"unacceptably low wages" or "inhumane working conditions." With the huge 
international gaps that exist in the level of economic development and 
living standards, it is natural that what is a starvation wage in the U.S. is a 
handsome wage in China (the average being 10 per cent that of the U.S.) 
and a fortune in India (the average being 2 per cent that of the U.S.) 
Indeed, most fair-trade-minded Americans would not have bought things 
made by their own grandfathers, who worked extremely long hours under 
inhumane conditions. Until the beginning of the twentieth century, the 
average work week in the U.S. was around 60 hours. At the time (in 1905, 
to be more precise), it was a country in which the Supreme Court declared 
unconstitutional a New York state law limiting the working days of bakers 
to 10 hours, on the grounds that it "deprived the baker of the liberty of 
working as long as he wished." 
 
Thus seen, the debate about fair trade is essentially about moral values 
and political decisions, and not economics in the usual sense. Even though 
it is about an economic issue, it is not something economists with their 
technical tool kits are particularly well equipped to rule on. 
 
All this does not mean that we need to take a relativist position and fail to 



criticize anyone because anything goes. We can (and I do) have a view on 
the acceptability of prevailing labour standards in China (or any other 
country, for that matter) and try to do something about it, without 
believing that those who have a different view are wrong in some absolute 
sense. Even though China cannot afford American wages or Swedish 
working conditions, it certainly can improve the wages and the working 
conditions of its workers. Indeed, many Chinese don’t accept the 
prevailing conditions and demand tougher regulations. But economic 
theory (at least free-market economics) cannot tell us what the ‘right’ 
wages and working conditions should be in China. 
 
I don’t think we are in France any more 
In July 2008, with the country’s financial system in meltdown, the US 
government poured $200 billion into Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, the 
mortgage lenders, and nationalized them. On witnessing this, the 
Republican Senator Jim Bunning of Kentucky famously denounced the 
action as something that could only happen in a "socialist" country like 
France. 
 
France was bad enough, but on 19 September 2008, Senator Bunning’s 
beloved country was turned into the Evil Empire itself by his own party 
leader. According to the plan announced that day by President George W. 
Bush and subsequently named TARP (Troubled Asset Relief Program), the 
U.S. government was to use at least $700 billion of taxpayers’ money to 
buy up the "toxic assets" choking up the financial system. 
 
President Bush, however, did not see things quite that way. He argued 
that, rather than being "socialist" the plan was simply a continuation of the 
American system of free enterprise, which "rests on the conviction that the 
federal government should interfere in the market place only when 
necessary." Only that, in his view, nationalizing a huge chunk of the 
financial sector was just one of those necessary things. 
 
Mr. Bush’s statement is, of course, an ultimate example of political 
double-speak – one of the biggest state interventions in human history is 
dressed up as another workaday market process. However, through these 
words Mr. Bush exposed the flimsy foundation on which the myth of the 
free market stands. As the statement so clearly reveals, what is a 
necessary state intervention consistent with free-market capitalism is 
really a matter of opinion. There is no scientifically defined boundary for 
free market. 
 
If there is nothing sacred about any particular market boundaries that 
happen to exist, an attempt to change them is as legitimate as the 
attempt to defend them. Indeed, the history of capitalism has been a 
constant struggle over the boundaries of the market. 
 
A lot of the things that are outside the market today have been removed 
by political decision, rather than the market process itself – human beings, 
government jobs, electoral votes, legal decisions, university places or 
uncertified medicines. There are still attempts to buy at least some of 
these things illegally (bribing government officials, judges or voters) or 
legally (using expensive lawyers to win a lawsuit, donations to political 
parties, etc.), but, even though there have been movements in both 
directions, the trend has been towards less marketization. 
 
For goods that are still traded, more regulations have been introduced 
over time. Compared even to a few decades ago, now we have much more 
stringent regulations on who can produce what (e.g., certificates for 
organic or fair-trade producers), how they can be produced (e.g., 



restrictions on pollution or carbon emissions), and how they can be sold 
(e.g., rules on product labelling and on refunds).  
 
Furthermore, reflecting its political nature, the process of re-drawing the 
boundaries of the market has sometimes been marked by violent conflicts. 
The Americans fought a civil war over free trade in slaves (although free 
trade in goods – or the tariffs issue – was also an important issue). The 
British government fought the Opium War against China to realize a free 
trade in opium. Regulations on free market in child labour were 
implemented only because of the struggles by social reformers, as I 
discussed earlier. Making free markets in government jobs or votes illegal 
has been met with stiff resistance by political parties who bought votes 
and dished out government jobs to reward loyalists. These practices came 
to an end only through a combination of political activism, electoral 
reforms and changes in the rules regarding government hiring. 
 
Recognizing that the boundaries of the market are ambiguous and cannot 
be determined in an objective way lets us realize that economics is not a 
science like physics or chemistry, but a political exercise. Free-market 
economists may want you to believe that the correct boundaries of the 
market can be scientifically determined, but this is incorrect. If the 
boundaries of what you are studying cannot be scientifically determined, 
what you are doing is not a science. 
 
Thus seen, opposing a new regulation is saying that the status quo, 
however unjust from some people’s point of view, should not be changed. 
Saying that an existing regulation should be abolished is saying that the 
domain of the market should be expanded, which means that those who 
have money should be given more power in that area, as the market is run 
on one-dollar-one-vote principle. 
 
So, when free-market economists say that a certain regulation should not 
be introduced because it would restrict the "freedom" of a certain market, 
they are merely expressing a political opinion that they reject the rights 
that are to be defended by the proposed law. Their ideological cloak is to 
pretend that their politics is not really political, but rather is an objective 
economic truth, while other people’s politics is political. However, they 
are as politically motivated as their opponents. 
 
Breaking away from the illusion of market objectivity is the first step 
toward understanding capitalism. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Ha-Joon Chang teaches in the faculty of economics at the University of 
Cambridge. His books include "Bad Samaritans: The Myth of Free Trade 
and the Secret History of Capitalism" and "Kicking Away the Ladder." 
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A profit-driven recovery plan, devised and carried out by outsiders, 
cannot reconstruct my country. 
Jean-Bertrand Aristide 7 February 2011 
 
Haiti's devastating earthquake in January last year destroyed up to 5,000 
schools and 80% of the country's already weak university infrastructure. 
The primary school in Port-au-Prince that I attended as a small boy 
collapsed with more than 200 students inside. The weight of the state 



nursing school killed 150 future nurses. The state medical school was 
levelled. The exact number of students, teachers, professors, librarians, 
researchers, academics and administrators lost during those 65 seconds 
that irrevocably changed Haiti will never be known. But what we do know 
is that it cannot end there. 
 
The exceptional resilience demonstrated by the Haitian people during and 
after the deadly earthquake reflects the intelligence and determination of 
parents, especially mothers, to keep their children alive and to give them 
a better future, and the eagerness of youth to learn – all this despite 
economic challenges, social barriers, political crisis, and psychological 
trauma. Even though their basic needs have increased exponentially, their 
readiness to learn is manifest. This natural thirst for education is the 
foundation for a successful learning process: what is freely learned is best 
learned. 
 
Of course, learning is strengthened and solidified when it occurs in a safe, 
secure and normal environment. Hence our responsibility to promote social 
cohesion, democratic growth, sustainable development, self-
determination; in short, the goals set forth for this new millennium. All of 
which represent steps towards a return to a better environment. 
 
Education has been a top priority since the first Lavalas government – of 
which I was president – was sworn into officeunder Haiti's amended 
democratic constitution on 7 February 1991 (and removed a few months 
later). More schools were built in the 10 years between 1994, when 
democracy was restored, and 2004 – when Haiti's democracy was once 
again violated – than between 1804 to 1994: one hundred and ninety-five 
new primary schools and 104 new public high schools constructed and/or 
refurbished. 
 
The 12 January earthquake largely spared the Foundation for Democracy I 
founded in 1996. Immediately following the quake, thousands accustomed 
to finding a democratic space to meet, debate and receive services, came 
seeking shelter and help. Haitian doctors who began their training at the 
foundation's medical school rallied to organised clinics at the foundation 
and at tent camps across the capital. They continue to contribute 
tirelessly to the treatment of fellow Haitians who have been infected by 
cholera. Their presence is a pledge to reverse the dire ratio of one doctor 
for every 11,000 Haitians. 
 
Youths, who through the years have participated in the foundation's 
multiple literacy programmes, volunteered to operate mobile schools in 
these same tent camps. In partnership with a group from the University of 
Michigan in the US, post-traumatic counselling sessions were organised and 
university students trained to help themselves and to help fellow Haitians 
begin the long journey to healing. A year on, young people and students 
look to the foundation's university to return to its educational vocation and 
help fill the gaping national hole left on the day the earth shook in Haiti. 
 
Will the deepening destabilising political crisis in Haiti prevent students 
achieving academic success? I suppose most students, educators and 
parents are exhausted by the complexity of such a dramatic and painful 
crisis. But I am certain nothing can extinguish their collective thirst for 
education. 
 
The renowned American poet and essayist, Ralph Waldo Emerson, wrote 
that "we learn geology the morning after the earthquake". What we have 
learned in one long year of mourning after Haiti's earthquake is that an 
exogenous plan of reconstruction – one that is profit-driven, exclusionary, 



conceived of and implemented by non-Haitians – cannot reconstruct Haiti. 
It is the solemn obligation of all Haitians to join in the reconstruction and 
to have a voice in the direction of the nation. 
 
As I have not ceased to say since 29 February 2004, from exile in Central 
Africa, Jamaica and now South Africa, I will return to Haiti to the field I 
know best and love: education. We can only agree with the words of the 
great Nelson Mandela, that indeed education is a powerful weapon for 
changing the world. 
www.zcommunications.org 

 

Obama and imperialist messianism 

 
 

 
 

Miguel Urbano Rodrigues Translation Lisa Karpova 4 February 2011 
 
Obama's speech on the State of the Union in Europe has triggered a torrent 
of praise. On television, radio and newspapers analysts of the bourgeoisie 
reacted enthusiastically to the U.S. president's speech. They virtually 
identified him as the providential statesman, Barack Obama, at the helm 
of the White House who will save humanity.  
 
It is on record that his speech was interrupted by applause 75 times by the 
congressmen as the outline of his new strategy favorably impressed the 
opposition. 
The satisfaction of the Republicans is understandable now that they have a 
majority in the House of Representatives. He also praised the Wall Street 
tycoons and large corporations. 
 
Barack Obama's speech was marked by a sharp turn to the right of his 
previously stated policies. The balance of the speech was the swinging of 
the president's promises which justify the fear that in the second half of 
his mandate, not only will he abandon the humanist social projects that 
generated hope for millions of Americans as he ostensibly will favor more 
financial capital and radicalize a foreign policy marked by aggressiveness 
and ambition for global hegemony. 
 
Stripped of his populist rhetoric, what is left of the presidential address - 
an exercise in hypocrisy - an hour's State of the Union?  
 
Quoting a few important items:  
 
* He intends to maintain the "leadership that made the U.S. not only a 
point on the map, but the light of the world." 
 
* Euphoria because "the stock market has rebounded with fervour and the 
profits of large companies are higher."  
 
* The desire to "make the U.S. the world's best place for business."  
 
* Much concern that China had built "the fastest computer in the world" 
and is manufacturing "trains faster" than the Americans. 
 
* Fear of the economic development of India and China.  
 
* Intention to reduce the taxes paid by large companies.  
 
Escalation of aggression in the world  



 
The concept of America as "Light of the World" returns to the myth of the 
predestined nation, the only one that can save mankind. 
 
Obama, in the synthesis of what was done and not done in the field of 
international politics, clarifies this concept by expressing pride in the 
mission accomplished in Iraq, "where nearly 100,000 of our men and 
women left with their heads held high." Obviously he omitted that tens of 
thousands of American soldiers continue to occupy that plundered and 
vandalized country. 
 
Incidentally, the same day he uttered his speech, more than 50 Iraqis died 
in Baghdad as a result of a bomb. Later in the evening, just as many were 
killed. Images of the Pax Americana. 
 
Identical pride was expressed about the course of things in Afghanistan, 
one of the expressed priorities of his foreign policy, a country attacked 
where an army of more than 100 thousand U.S. soldiers and contractors 
(backed by 60,000 from NATO) are waging a genocidal war which killed 
tens of thousands of Afghan civilians. 
 
The President is also feeling satisfaction for "revitalising and expanding 
NATO with our cooperation in everything from anti-terrorism to missile 
defense." 
 
Translated into ordinary language, that does not distort reality, Obama 
rejoices over the new strategic concept of NATO to enabling him to act on 
a global scale where and when Washington wants. The militarisation of 
space under U.S. hegemony is another goal for him. He sees it as a 
deserving project worthy of the gratitude of his countrymen. 
 
He did not speak of the seven bases that the U.S. will install in Colombia 
or the presence of the U.S. Navy's Fourth Fleet in the waters South 
America, repudiated by the peoples of the region.  
 
He announced that in March this year he will travel to Brazil, Chile and El 
Salvador to "forge new alliances throughout the Americas." He did not 
specify what kind of alliances, expressing, however, satisfaction with the 
bilateral agreements signed with Panama and Colombia, two countries 
semi-colonised by the U.S.A. 
 
Reading the State of the Union speech confirms that President Obama will 
give continuity to a foreign policy less noisy, but no less dangerous to 
humanity than that of George Bush. 
 
It would be lacking not to note that many minutes of his rhetorical and 
grandiloquent speech were devoted to the evocation of individual 
successes of unknown young Americans he pointed to as examples of the 
superiority of the American way of life. 
 
The closure does not clash with the spirit of a messianic message. Inspired 
by the founding fathers of the nation, Barack Obama, citing his example, 
affirms his belief that it is "thanks to our people that our future is full of 
hope." And he concludes: 
 
"Thank you, God bless you and God bless the United States of America."  
 
Strange is invoking the divine one adopted by the U.S. President, glorified 
by the big European bourgeoisie.  
english.pravda.ru 



* Miguel Urbano Rodrigues is a Portuguese writer and journalist 

 

 

Britain Facing a savage economic ice age’ 

 
 

 
 

Dip reflects the fragility of British capitalism’s ‘recovery’ 
Lynn Walsh, Socialist Party (CWI in England & Wales) 3 February 2011 
 
“Dire”, “terrible”, “shockingly bad”, “horrendous… an absolute disaster 
for the economy”! These were some of the terms used by City and media 
analysts to describe economic figures for the last three months of 2010 
(released on 25 January). Government leaders, Cameron, Osborne & Co, 
blame the sharp fall in output on December’s Arctic blast. But in reality 
Britain is facing a savage economic ice age.  
 
The fourth-quarter dip (a 0.5% fall in GDP – gross domestic product) 
reflects the fragility of British capitalism’s ‘recovery’ from a deep 
recession. It comes even before the Con-Dem government’s savage 
spending cuts (£81 billion) and tax increases (£33 billion) begin to bite.  
 
Among experts and the broader public, there are growing fears of another 
downturn, a dreaded ‘double dip’. Even the government’s friends are 
calling on chancellor George Osborne to come up with a ‘plan B’.  
 
At the end of last year David Cameron claimed Britain was “out of the 
danger zone”. Yet there is bad news for virtually every sector of the 
economy.  
 
Unemployment is up, wages are lagging behind soaring price rises. 
Household spending (which makes up two-thirds of GDP) is still falling. 
New mortgages have fallen to a ten-year low, and house prices are 
expected to fall another 10% this year.  
 
These trends are all eroding the demand for goods and services, smashing 
the prospects for sustained growth.  
 
What happened to last year’s ‘recovery’? Overall, 2010 growth was a paltry 
1.4%. The feeble mid-year growth spurt was partly based on the temporary 
effect of ‘stock building’, as businesses replenished their supplies and 
goods. Even after four consecutive quarters of growth the economy only 
recovered about a third of the output lost during the recession (6.4%).  
 
Con-Dem ministers blame the weather for the fourth quarter slump. But 
the Office for National Statistics (ONS) says that, even without December’s 
cold spell, the economy would have been flat.  
 
The construction industry slumped by 3.3%. This was partly due to bad 
weather, but also because government-financed stimulus projects were 
finishing. No doubt bad weather deterred people from shopping in 
December. But household spending was already running at half the historic 
trend. The cold winds of massive job losses and swingeing tax rises – 
unmistakably forecast – have shattered consumer confidence.  
 
Unemployment is beginning to soar, even before most of the Con-Dem cuts 
take effect. Figures for the three months to the end of November show a 
jump of 49,000 to a total of 2.5 million. More than a fifth of young people 



are jobless (nearly a million). Just over a million women have lost their 
jobs, mainly from the public sector.  
 
The total jobless would be much higher except for the increase in part-
time (up to a record 1.16 million) and temporary jobs.  
 
But the worst jobs carnage is yet to come. The so-called Office for Budget 
Responsibility is predicting 490,000 public-sector job losses (out of six 
million) over the next five years. A cut on this scale will inevitably affect 
the private sector, causing even more job losses.  
 
Weak world economy  
Apart from spending cuts and job losses, a battery of other measures will 
cut into living standards: 20% VAT rate, 1% increase in National Insurance 
contributions, petrol and diesel price increases, rail and other fare 
increases. Verdict, the retail research group, predicts that average 
household disposable income will fall by 9.1% between 2011 and 2015. The 
average household is likely to be £2,200 worse off. These are average 
figures, many families will be much worse off.  
 
All this is unfolding against the background of a very fragile recovery in the 
world economy. There is still the possibility of a meltdown of the European 
banking system, a shock that would inevitably trigger another slump in the 
British economy.  
 
Osborne, Cable & Co opti-mistically point to the renewed vigour of 
manufacturing. True, the devaluation of the pound (25% since 2008) has 
helped exports a bit, and the manufacturing sector grew by 0.9% in the 
last quarter. But it now accounts for only 12% of output (down from 25% in 
1980). This shrunken vestige cannot lift the wider economy.  
 
Manufacturing investment slum-ped during the recession (down 28%) and 
many big companies have piles of cash in the bank. Yet they are in no 
hurry to invest in new plant and equipment.  
 
Weak demand at home and stiff competition abroad means there is surplus 
capacity. According to the ONS: “firms are not sufficiently confident about 
the future to warrant a current rise in productive capacity”.  
 
Prices up, wages down  
Con-Dem ministers appear to have an almost mystical belief in a 
renaissance of the private sector, which will supposedly replace the jobs 
cut from the public sector.  
 
Yet the out-going director of the Confederation of British Industry, Sir 
Richard Lambert, slammed the government for having no industrial policy, 
no ‘vision’ for the future.  
 
Lambert, no friend of the working class, welcomes the Con-Dem’s deficit 
reduction measures. But he wants them to go much further with pro-
business policies: lower taxes for businesses and the wealthy, further 
restrictions of trade union rights, curbing access to industrial tribunals, 
weaker health and safety legislation, and so on.  
 
The Bank of England has again held interest rates at a near-zero 0.5%. Two 
members of the bank’s Monetary Policy Committee (MPC) voted for a rate 
rise at its last meeting. These inflation hawks reflect pressure from many 
finance capitalists. Higher real (inflation-adjusted) rates favour lenders, 
while low or negative real rates erode the value of debt, benefitting 
borrowers.  



 
The majority of the MPC, however, realise that when rising prices are 
caused by rises in world energy and food prices (amplified by the 
devaluation of the pound) and VAT increases, higher interest rates will not 
improve the situation. On the contrary, dearer credit would cut disposable 
incomes even more, further depressing growth.  
 
Recent price rises, especially energy and food, together with higher VAT, 
have already eroded real (inflation-adjusted) take-home pay by 12%. 
Prices, measured by the Consumer Price Index (CPI), are rising by 3.7%, 
but by nearly 5%, measured by the more realistic Retail Price Index (RPI). 
The RPI includes housing costs and other essential items. In the last 
quarter average earnings grew by only 2.1%, meaning a cut in ‘real’ 
(inflation-adjusted) terms.  
 
Mervyn King, governor of the Bank of England, has warned that real wages 
will continue to fall. “In 2011 real wages are likely to be no higher than 
they were in 2005. One has to go back to the 1920s to find a time when 
real wages fell over a period of six years.” This means a savage cut in 
living standards, even before the £81 billion Con-Dem cuts package takes 
effect.  
 
This squeeze, claims King, “is the inevitable price to pay for the financial 
crisis”. But why should workers pay for the reckless speculative activity of 
banks and the wealthy who detonated a financial implosion? While the 
majority face austerity, a handful of bankers will together pick up £7 
billion in bonuses in 2011. In 2010, the average bonus for front-office 
professionals in the banking sector was £84,409 – 5% more than the year 
before.  
 
Striking a Thatcherite pose, Osborne proclaimed that he would not be 
changing course on account of “one cold month”: “We cannot afford to be 
blown off course by bad weather.” His side-kick, Lib Dem business 
secretary Vince Cable, said that “there is no need for a plan B if plan A is 
right and sensible, which it is”.  
 
Osborne, Cable & Co are, no doubt, hoping that the fourth quarter’s 
provisional figures will be revised upwards next month on the basis of more 
complete data. Nevertheless, many back-bench Con-Dem MPs, and 
reportedly some ministers, were severely shaken by the latest figures and 
the growing risk of a double-dip recession.  
 
Even the Murdoch-owned Times commented: “it is not hyperbole [an 
exaggeration] to describe that prospect as a crisis for policymaking.”  
 
The £114 billion deficit-reduction plan may well result in a higher deficit. 
Negative or zero growth would further reduce tax revenues and increase 
spending on unemployment. The financier, George Soros, commented: “I 
don’t think they can possibly implement it without pushing the economy 
into recession.”  
 
The Financial Times, the voice of big business, called on the government 
to draw up a ‘plan B’. It recognises that Con-Dem measures are likely to 
provoke another downturn, and that widespread fear of a double dip is 
already depressing consumer spending and business investment.  
 
“The exchequer should have a plan B for public finances: a self-fulfilling 
pessimism is avoidable if people know austerity will be delayed should 
things go worse than hoped.”  
 



What would plan B be? Both the capitalist critics of the Con-Dem policy of 
‘cut and hope’ and the pro-big business New Labour leaders favour 
spreading the pain of deficit reduction over a longer period. But this would 
not resolve the deep-rooted problems of capitalism.  
 
The message for the working class is that the government can be forced to 
retreat on cuts by a determined, mass struggle. But merely postponing 
cuts is not enough. The anti-cuts fight must be linked to a struggle to take 
over the economy and run it on democratic, socialist lines.  
www.socialistworld.net 

 

The South African government’s ‘talk left walk right’ climate policy 

 
 

 
 

Patrick Bond 2 February 2011 
 
It’s worth downloading a copy of South Africa’s new National Climate 
Change Response Green Paper (http://www.climateresponse.co.za) to 
prepare for the local deluge of technical and political debate that Durban 
will host in exactly eight months’ time.  
 
As the Kyoto Protocol’s Conference of the Parties (also known as the 
Durban ‘COP 17’) draws closer, we will encounter even more frequent 
public relations blasts than witnessed in the same International Convention 
Centre district a decade ago, before the World Conference Against Racism 
in 2001, and again last year during the soccer World Cup.  
 
The Pretoria government’s greenwashing challenges this year include 
distracting its citizens from concern about: 

•  More imminent multi-billion dollar financing decisions on Eskom coal-
fired mega power plants (with more price increases for the masses).  
•  The conclusion of the energy ministry’s multi-decade resource planning 
exercise, which is run by a committee dominated by electricity-guzzling 
corporations; and Pretoria’s contributions to four global climate debates  
•  President Jacob Zuma’s cochairing of a UN sustainable development 
commission, Planning Minister Trevor Manuel’s role within the UN Advisory 
Group on Climate Finance seeking $100 bn/year in North-South flows, the 
G8-G20 meetings in France, and the COP 17 preparatory committee 
meetings.  
 
Many recall from World Summit on Sustainable Development prep-coms 
how pressure rose on negotiators to be as unambitious and nonbinding as 
possible. At that 2002 Johannesburg summit, climate change was 
completely ignored and the main host politicians – President Thabo Mbeki, 
Foreign Minister Nkosozana Dlamini-Zuma and Environment Minister Valli 
Moosa – were criticized for, as Martin Khor (now head of the South Centre) 
put it, “the utter lack of transparency and procedure of the political 
declaration process. Some delegates, familiar with the World Trade 
Organisation (WTO), remarked in frustration that the infamous WTO Green 
Room process had now crossed over to the usually open and participatory 
UN system.”  
 
Later this year, their successors Zuma, Maite Nkoana-Mashabane and Edna 
Molewa will also surrender democratic principles and let secretive Green 
Room deal-making sites proliferate.  
 
Two authors of the Green Paper are environment officials Joanne Yawitch 



and Peter Lukey, both from struggle-era backgrounds in land and 
environmental NGOs, and once dedicated to far-reaching social change. 
But people like this (yes, me too) are notoriously unreliable, and I was not 
at all surprised to hear last week that Yawitch is moving to the National 
Business Initiative, following the path through the state-capital revolving 
door so many before her also trod.  
 
At the Copenhagen COP in December 2009, lead G77 negotiator Lumumba 
Di-Aping accused Yawitch of having “actively sought to disrupt the unity of 
the Africa bloc,” a charge she forced him to publicly apologise for, even 
though within days Zuma proved it true by signing the Africa-frying 
Copenhagen Accord. 
 
Since the public comment period expires in ten days, let’s rapidly glance 
through the Green Paper. Right from the initial premise – “South Africa is 
both a contributor to, and potential victim of, global climate change given 
that it has an energy-intensive, fossil-fuel powered economy and is also 
highly vulnerable to the impacts of climate variability and change” – this 
document seems to fit within an all too predictable Pretoria formula: 
talking left, so as to more rapidly walk right. (And having drafted more 
than a dozen such policy papers from 1994-2002, I should know.) 
 
This formula means the Green Paper can claim, with a straight face: 
“South Africa, as a responsible global citizen, is committed to reducing its 
own greenhouse gas emissions in order to successfully facilitate the 
agreement and implementation of an effective and binding global 
agreement.”  
 
My suggestion for a reality-based rephrasing: “South Africa, as an 
irresponsible global citizen, is committed to rapidly increasing its own 
greenhouse gas emissions by building the third and fourth-largest coal-
fired power plants in the world (Kusile and Medupi) mainly for the benefit 
of BHP Billiton and Anglo American which get the world’s cheapest 
electricity thanks to apartheid-era, forty-year discount deals, and to 
successfully facilitate the agreement and implementation of an ineffective 
and non-binding global agreement – the Copenhagen Accord – which is 
receiving support from other countries only because of coercion, bullying 
and bribery by the US State Department, as WikiLeaks has revealed.” 
 
Consistent with Washington’s irresponsible climate agenda, Pretoria’s 
Green Paper suggests we “limit the average global temperature increase to 
at least below 2°C above pre-industrial levels” yet this target is so weak 
that scientists predict nine out of ten African farmers will lose their ability 
to grow crops by the end of the century.  
 
In contrast, the 2010 Cochabamba People’s Agreement hosted by Bolivian 
president Evo Morales last April demanded no more than a 1-1.5°C rise, a 
vast difference when it comes to emissions cuts needed to reach back to 
350 parts per million of CO2 equivalents in our atmosphere, as ’science 
requires.’ 
 
Failing that, the Green Paper acknowledges (using even conservative 
assumptions), “After 2050, warming is projected to reach around 3-4°C 
along the coast, and 6-7°C in the interior. With these kinds of temperature 
increases, life as we know it will change completely.” As one example, 
“the frequency of storm-flow events and dry spells is projected to increase 
over much of the country, especially in the east, over much of the Eastern 
Cape and KwaZulu-Natal, including some of the most crucial source regions 
of stream-flows in southern Africa such as the Lesotho highlands.” 
 



In the COP17 host city itself, Durban’s sea-level rise is anticipated to be 
nearly double as fast – close to 3 mm/year – as the SA south coast’s in the 
immediate future, but new research models suggest several more meters 
of seawater height are possible by the end of the century, swamping 
central Durban. 
 
Another sure hit to Durban is via our port, Africa’s biggest, because of a 
growing “reluctance to trade in goods with a high carbon footprint,” the 
Green Paper admits. “The term ‘food miles’ is used to refer to the 
distance food is transported from the point of production to the point of 
consumption, and is increasingly being used as a carbon emission label for 
food products.” 
 
Further ‘economic risks’ include “the impacts of climate change 
regulation, the application of trade barriers, a shift in consumer 
preferences, and a shift in investor priorities.” Already, Europe’s 
“directive on aviation and moves to bring maritime emissions into an 
international emissions reduction regime could significantly impact” South 
African air freight and shipping.  
 
“Tourism is not just a potential victim of climate change, it also 
contributes to the causes of climate change,” the Green Paper observes 
ominously. “South Africa is a carbon intensive destination, and relies 
extensively on long haul flights from key international tourism markets.”  
 
New air taxes to slow climate change thus create ‘significant risk’ to SA 
tourism. Yet even though they were warned of this a decade ago, 
Transport Ministers Jeff Radebe and Sbu Ndebele pushed through an 
unnecessary new $1 billion airport 40kms north of Durban, entirely lacking 
public transport access, even while all relevant authorities confirmed that 
South Durban’s airport could easily have managed the incremental 
expansion. 
 
Durban’s maniacal pro-growth planners still exuberantly promote 
massively-subsidised ‘economic development’ strategies based on revived 
beach tourism (notwithstanding loss of coveted ‘Blue Flag’ status); mega-
sports events to fill the 2010 Moses Mabhida White Elephant stadium; a 
dramactic port widening/deepening and a potential new dug-out harbour 
at the old airport site (or maybe instead more auto manufacturing); a 
competing new Dube trade port next to the King Shaka Airport; new long-
distance air routes; expansion of South Durban’s hated petrochemical 
complex; and a massive new Durban-Joburg oil pipeline and hence doubled 
refinery capacity. The shortsighted climate denialism of Durban City 
Manager Mike Sutcliffe is breathtaking. 
 
This is yet more serious because the Green Paper passes the buck: “Most of 
our climate adaptation and much of the mitigation efforts will take place 
at provincial and municipal levels.” Yet even Durban’s oft-admired climate 
specialist Debra Roberts cannot prevent dubious carbon market deals – 
such as at the controversial Bisasar Road landfill in Clare Estate – from 
dominating municipal policy. 
 
The Green Paper repeatedly endorses “market-based policy measures” 
including carbon trading and offsets, at a time that Europe’s Emissions 
Trading Scheme has completely collapsed due to internal fraud, external 
hacking and an extremely volatile carbon price, and the main US carbon 
market in Chicago has all but died. At the Cancun summit, indigenous 
people and environmentalists protested at the idea of including forests and 
timber in carbon markets. Only the state of California is moving the carbon 
trade forward at present, and the new governor Jerry Brown will run into 



sharp opposition if tries following through his predecessor’s forest-
privatisation offset deals in Chiapas, Mexico. 
 
South Africa’s Green Paper authors obviously weren’t paying attention to 
the markets, in arguing, “Limited availability of international finance for 
large scale fossil fuel infrastructure in developing countries is emerging as 
a potential risk for South Africa’s future plans for development of new coal 
fired power stations.” If so then why did Pretoria just borrow $3.75 bn 
from the World Bank, with around $1 bn more expected from the US Ex-Im 
Bank and $1.75 bn just raised from the international bond markets? The 
North’s financiers are as short-sighted about coal investments as they were 
about credit derivatives, real estate, dot.coms, emerging markets and the 
carbon markets. 
 
The Green Paper is also laced with false solutions. For example, 
attempting to “kick start and stimulate the renewable energy industry” 
requires “Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) projects.” Yet the 
miniscule €14/tonne currently being paid to the Durban methane-
electricity conversion at three local landfills shows the futility of the CDM, 
not to mention the historic injustice of keeping Bisasar Road’s dump 
(Africa’s largest) open in spite of resident objections to environmental 
racism. 
 
Similarly dubious policy ideas include “a nuclear power station fleet with a 
potential of up to 10 GWh by 2035 with the first reactors being 
commissioned from 2022” and, just as dangerously, a convoluted waste 
incineration strategy that aims to “facilitate energy recovery” through 
“negotiation of appropriate carbon-offset funding.” 
 
Talking left (with high-minded intent) to walk right (for the sake of 
unsustainable crony-capitalist profiteering) is a long-standing 
characteristic of African nationalism, as Frantz Fanon first warned of in 
The Wretched of the Earth in 1961. But the Green Paper fibs way too far, 
claiming that SA will achieve an “emissions peak in 2020 to 2025 at 34% 
and 42% respectively below a business as usual baseline.”  
 
Earthlife Africa’s Tristen Taylor already reminded Yawitch in 2009 that the 
‘baseline’ was actually called “Growth Without Constraints” (GWC) in an 
earlier climate policy paper: “GWC is fantasy, essentially an academic 
exercise to see how much carbon South Africa would produce given 
unlimited resources and cheap energy prices.” Officials had already 
conceded GWC was “neither robust nor plausible” in 2007, leading Taylor 
to conclude, “The SA government has pulled a public relations stunt.”  
 
And if, realistically, we consider South Africa’s entire climate policy as a 
stunt, required so as to not lose face at the Conference of Polluters’ global 
meeting, then the antidote (short of Tunisia/Egypt-style bottom-up 
democracy) is louder civil society demands for genuine solutions not found 
in the Green Paper:  

•  Turning off the aluminium smelters so as to forego more coal-fired 
plants, while ensuring Green Jobs for all affected workers (such as solar 
hot-water heater manufacture). 
•  Direct regulation of the biggest point emitters starting with Sasol and 
Eskom, compelling annual declines until we cut 50 percent by 2020. 
•  Strengthening the Air Quality Act to name greenhouse gases as 
dangerous pollutants (as does even the US Environmental Protection 
Agency now).  
•  A dramatic, urgent increases in investments for public transport, 



renewable energy technology and retrofitting of buildings to lower 
emissions. 
 
Those are the genuine solutions whose name cannot be spoken in South 
Africa’s climate policy, given the adverse balance of forces here, and 
everywhere. Changing that power balance is the task ahead for climate 
justice activism. 
 
(Based at the Centre for Civil Society in Durban, Patrick Bond is completing 
a book, Politics of Climate Justice.) 

 
 
South Africa prepares for ‘Conference of Polluters’ 
Patrick Bond 
 
At the past two United Nations Kyoto Protocol’s ‘Conference of the 
Parties’ (COPs) climate summits, Copenhagen in 2009 and Cancún in 2010, 
as well as at prior meetings such as Nairobi, how did South African leaders 
and negotiators perform?  
 
Sadly, they regularly let down their constituents, their African colleagues 
as well as the global environment.  
 
Most embarrassingly, going forward to the Durban COP 17 in November, 
the new Green Paper on climate under public debate this month promotes 
two dangerous strategies – nuclear energy and carbon trading – and 
concedes dramatic increases in CO2 emissions.  
 
South Africa is building two massive coal-fired plants at Kusile and Medupi 
(the world’s third and fourth largest), opening an anticipated forty new 
coal mines in spite of scandalous local air and water pollution, and 
claiming that more ‘carbon space’ to pollute the air and thus threaten 
future generations is required for ‘development’.  
 
SA was not required to cut emissions in the first (1997-2012) stage of the 
Kyoto Protocol. But when it comes to a potential second stage, which 
ideally would be negotiated in Durban, South Africa’s negotiators are 
joining a contradictory movement of emerging economic powers which 
both want to retain Kyoto’s North-South differentiation of responsibility to 
cut emissions, and to either gut Kyoto’s binding targets or establish 
complicated, fraud-ridden offsets and carbon trades which would have the 
same effect.  
 
The 2006 Nairobi COP helped set the tone, because Pretoria’s minister of 
environment and tourism at the time was Marthinus van Schalkwyk, 
formerly head of the New National Party. (He is today merely tourism 
minister.) 
 
A new Adaptation Fund was established in Nairobi, but its resources were 
reliant upon revenues from the controversial Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM) carbon trading mechanism. Last week the European 
Union announced a ban on the main source of CDM credits, Chinese 
refrigeration gas emissions that are responsible for nearly two thirds of 
recent payments, because they incentivized production of more 
greenhouse gases. 
 
The CDM market is worth less than $8 billion/year at present, and Africa 
has received only around 2 percent, mostly for South African projects like 
the controversial Bisasar Road dump in Durban’s Clare Estate 



neighbourhood. Community activists led by the late Sajida Khan had 
demanded that Bisasar be shut but in 2002 the World Bank promised R100 
million in funding to convert methane from rotting rubbish into electricity, 
hence downplaying local health threats and environmental racism (Clare 
Estate is a black suburb and for that reason was sited to host Africa’s 
largest landfill). Durban politicians put profit ahead of people once again. 
 
Because of the CDM officials’ increasing embrace of biofuels and 
genetically engineered timber, civil society experts from the Global Forest 
Coalition, Global Justice Ecology Project, Large Scale Biofuels Action 
Group, the STOP GE Trees Campaign and World Rainforest Movement 
condemned the Nairobi summit.  
 
But van Schalkwyk reported back in a leading local newspaper that 
Pretoria achieved its key Nairobi objectives, including kick-starting the 
CDM in Africa, and welcomed UN support for more ‘equitable distribution 
of CDM projects’, concluding that this work ‘sends a clear signal to carbon 
markets of our common resolve to secure the future of the Kyoto regime.’  
 
But immediately disproving any intent to support Kyoto emissions cuts, van 
Schalkwyk’s Cabinet colleagues confirmed the largest proposed industrial 
subsidies in African history just days later, for Port Elizabeth’s Coega 
smelter, entailing a vast increase in subsidised coal-fired electricity. 
Within a year, national electricity supplies suffered extreme load-
shedding, so the project ultimately failed in 2008. But the plan was to 
build a R20 billion smelter, which would then apply for CDM financing to 
subsidise the vast coal-fired power input even further.  
 
One of the country’s leading climate scientists, Richard Fuggle, 
condemned Coega in his University of Cape Town retirement lecture: ‘It is 
rather pathetic that van Schalkwyk has expounded the virtues of South 
Africa’s 13 small projects to garner carbon credits under the Kyoto 
Protocol’s CDM, but has not expressed dismay at Eskom selling 1360 
megawatts a year of coal-derived electricity to a foreign aluminium 
company. We already have one of the world’s highest rates of carbon 
emissions per dollar of GDP.’ 
 
Given this background, it is revealing that van Schalkwyk became, in March 
2010, a leading candidate to run the United Nations Framework Convention 
on Climate (UNFCCC) after the resignation of its head, Yvo de Boer (who 
took a revolving UN door to industry and is now a high-paid carbon trader) 
following the 2009 Copenhagen COP where the UNFCCC lost all credibility. 
The COPs were now called the ‘Conference of Polluters’. 
 
If UN leader Ban ki-Moon needed an environmentalist of integrity to head 
the UNFCCC, van Schalkwyk should not have applied, given his chequered 
career as an apartheid student spy and a man who sold out his political 
party for a junior cabinet seat. Moreover, if van Schalkwyk was a world-
class climate diplomat, why did President Jacob Zuma demote him by 
removing his environment duties in 2009? 
 
On the last occasion he stood on the world climate stage, in 2007 in 
Washington, van Schalkwyk enthusiastically promoted a global carbon 
market, which in a just world would have disqualified him from further 
international climate work. But another carbon trader, Christiana Figueres, 
was leapfrogged in last May to get the UNFCCC leadership job. 
 
In addition to environment ministers who consistently failed in their duties 
to address the climate crisis, a handful of Pretoria technocrats must also 
shoulder blame. In December 2009 in Copenhagen, South Africa’s 



negotiators were already criticized by G77 climate leader Lumumba Di-
Aping for having ‘actively sought to disrupt the unity of the Africa bloc.’ 
 
One SA official, Joanne Yawitch, then forced a humiliating apology from 
Di-Aping for his frank talk (to an African civil society caucus), as reported 
by Noseweek blogger Adam Welz. 
 
Yet by joining the presidents of the US, China, Brazil and India to sign the 
2009 Copenhagen Accord, Zuma did exactly what Yawitch had denied was 
underway: destroyed the unity of Africa and the G77 in a secret, widely-
condemned side-room deal.  
 
US President Barack Obama’s Kenyan family and Zuma’s Zulu compatriots 
would be amongst those most adversely affected by climate chaos, as 
suggested by recent KwaZulu flooding. Di-Aping asked, poignantly, ‘What is 
Obama going to tell his daughters? That their relatives’ lives are not worth 
anything?’ Di-Aping quite accurately described the Copenhagen Accord as 
‘an incineration pact in order to maintain the economic dependence of a 
few countries.’  
 
In Copenhagen and Cancun, the main diversionary tactic used by Pretoria 
negotiators was a claim to willingly cut 34 percent of 2020 emissions below 
‘business as usual’. However, Tristen Taylor of Earthlife Africa begged 
Pretoria for details about the 34 percent pledge, and after two weeks of 
delays in December 2009, learned Yawitch’s estimates were from a 
‘Growth Without Constraint’ (GWC) scenario used by government 
negotiators as a bargaining chip, and was quite divorced from the reality 
of the industrially stagnant SA economy.  
 
According to Taylor, ‘GWC is fantasy, essentially an academic exercise to 
see how much carbon South Africa would produce given unlimited 
resources and cheap energy prices.’ Officials had already conceded GWC 
was ‘neither robust nor plausible’ eighteen months ago, leading Taylor to 
conclude, ‘The SA government has pulled a public relations stunt.’ 
 
And again at the 2010 COP 16 in Cancún, the new Minister for Water and 
Environmental Affairs, Edna Molewa, played the ‘development’ card 
against urgent binding emissions cuts: ‘We believe that it is quite 
important that as developing countries we also get an opportunity to allow 
development to happen because of poverty.’ 
 
Molewa implies that SA’s extremely high emissions contribute to poverty-
reduction, when in fact the opposite is more truthful. Eskom’s supply of 
the cheapest electricity in the world to two of the biggest mining/metals 
companies in the world (BHP Billiton and Anglo American Corporation) 
requires a 127 percent price increase for ordinary households from 2009-12 
to pay for new capacity. This is leading to mass electricity disconnections.  
 
Did Zuma know what he was doing, authorizing a climate policy that serves 
major corporations instead of his mass base? Do these firms keep SA’s 
ruling party lubricated with cash, Black Economic Empowerment deals and 
jobs for cronies? Do they need higher SA carbon emissions so as to continue 
receiving ultra-cheap coal-fired electricity, and then export their profits to 
London and Melbourne?  
 
Perhaps the answers are affirmative, but on the other hand, two other 
explanations – ignorance and cowardice – were, eight years earlier, Zuma’s 
plausible defenses for promoting AIDS denialism. He helped President 
Thabo Mbeki during the period in which 330,000 South Africans died due to 
Pretoria’s refusal to supply anti-retroviral medicines, as a Harvard Public 



Health School study showed.  
 
To his credit, Zuma reversed course by 2003 (rather late in the day) and 
endorsed public supply of AIDS medicines, as public pressure arose from 
the Treatment Action Campaign (TAC) and its international allies. TAC 
continued to condemn Zuma, in part because of misogyny during his 2006 
rape trial. 
 
It is that sort of intensive pressure that local activists in Climate Justice 
Now! SA are aiming to repeat, at the risk of otherwise allowing Zuma to 
remain a signatory to a far greater genocide. 
 
The COP 17 in Durban’s International Convention Centre, from November 
28-December 9, is a chance for civil society to hold Pretoria to account. 
The last such opportunity was in 2001 when the World Conference Against 
Racism attracted more than 10,000 protesters angry that Mbeki had agreed 
with Washington, to remove from the UN’s agenda their demands for 
apartheid reparations and for a halt to Israeli apartheid against Palestine.  
 
This year, as in previous COPs, civil society will demand that political 
elites cut emissions 50 percent by 2020 (as science requires), 
decommission the dysfunctional carbon markets, pay the North-South (and 
SA-African) ‘climate debt’ and transform to a post-carbon economy.  
 
The negotiators from Pretoria, along with those from Washington, Brussels 
and Beijing, will not stand up to the challenge, as they’ve proven again 
and again. As in earlier conflicts, then, the spirit of anti-apartheid 
resistance and lessons of AIDS medicines access are amongst the weaponry 
civil society will need, in order to save the species’ and the planet itself. 
The strategies and tactics they will deploy are already being hotly 
debated. 

 

Repression and Poverty Underpin the Uprising in Egypt 

 
 

 
 

 
Samer Shehata interviewed by Amy Goodman 1 February 2011 
 
Recent events in Egypt could be an opportunity for the United States to 
support the people of Egypt, but no Obama administration official has 
recommended publicly that President Hosni Mubarak should step down. We 
speak with Samer Shehata, assistant professor of Arab politics at 
Georgetown University, about the U.S.-backed Mubarak regime and the 
record inflation and poverty that underpin the ongoing protests. "In Egypt, 
from 2004 until the present, the government and its reforms were 
applauded in Washington by World Bank, the IMF and U.S. officials," 
Shehata says. "But what all of that masked was what was going on at the 
level of real people and ordinary lives."  

 
 
AMY GOODMAN: As we continue our special coverage of the mass protests 
in Egypt, we’re joined in Washington, D.C., by Samer Shehata to talk 
about how the Obama administration is responding to the protests. He is a 
professor, assistant professor of Arab politics at Georgetown University. 
His most recent book is Shop Floor Culture and Politics in Egypt. 
 
Your observations of this massive popular rebellion in your country, in 



Egypt, Professor? 
 
SAMER SHEHATA: Yes. Well, it’s something that is incredibly—it’s 
remarkable. It’s something that none of us expected, if you would have 
asked us a month ago. Certainly, the reasons are long in the coming. This 
is a regime that has been authoritarian from the very beginning, even 
before President Mubarak. It’s a regime that has tried to use the 
institutions of democracy in a facade-like manner to sell itself as a 
democracy to the West, but, of course, it’s nothing close to that. 
 
There are also economic reasons that are underpinning these protests. As 
you know, 20 percent of Egyptians live below poverty, and another 20 
percent of Egyptians live close to the poverty line. Inflation has been very 
high over the last number of years. Income inequality, according to the 
World Bank and the IMF, has increased, as well. 
 
And President Mubarak, I think it should not be mistaken, is a dictator. He 
is a dictator. And what people are calling for is not just a change in the 
ministers or a new minister of finance, but a different regime. They want 
Mubarak to leave. And I think it would also not be acceptable, for all of 
the people on the streets, if the newly appointed vice president were 
simply to take over. He is also part of the regime. And what they’re calling 
for is a fundamentally different type of politics. And I think that tomorrow, 
with the calls that we’ve heard today for a national day of protest, a 
million-person march tomorrow, hopefully, hopefully, this regime will 
come to an end. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Can you talk about how economics—you’re a specialist in 
labor in Egypt. The situation in Tunisia, which seems certainly to have lit 
the spark in Egypt, and the situation in Egypt—what, 40 percent of people 
are in poverty in Egypt—how did they feed into this popular uprising? 
 
SAMER SHEHATA: Well, that’s certainly correct. I mean, with regard to 
the events in Tunisia and the events in Egypt, I think that the economic 
situation, of course, is far worse in Egypt. The levels of income in Tunisia 
are twice those in Egypt. Mohamed Bouazizi, the gentleman who self-
immolated himself on December the 17th, was quite symptomatic of 
millions of people across the Arab world, even beyond Egypt, in Jordan and 
Yemen and Algeria and so on, who are young, who have some level of 
education—in his case, it was a high school education—but really who have 
no realistic job opportunities or future in front of them. The figures 
regarding unemployment in Tunisia and Egypt and other places are very 
high. In Tunisia, it was officially 14.7 percent. This is according to the IMF. 
And then, if we look at certain segments of the population, youth 
elements in the population, those below 25 years of age—and, of course, 
these are youthful countries, where half the population is below the age of 
30—the percentage of unemployed among the youth is significantly higher, 
three times what the official rate is. So, in Egypt, the economic situation 
is even worse than Tunisia. Tunisia is rich in comparison to Egypt. 
 
You mentioned the percentage of people under poverty. But also, 
beginning in 2004, of course, Egypt began implementing economic reforms 
called for by the IMF—or really forced on them by the IMF and the World 
Bank—from the late 1980s and the early '90s, economic reform and 
structural adjustment programs of privatization, subsidy cuts, opening up 
markets, deregulation and so on. But the Egyptian government did it in a 
very hesitant fashion, unwillingly at first. But in 2004, something radical 
happened, and a new government was appointed, new ministers were 
appointed, who believed wholeheartedly in the ideas of the IMF and the 
World Bank. And they quite vigorously pursued these policies. And there 



was at one level, at the level of macroeconomic indicators, statistics, GDP 
growth rates, foreign direct investment and so on—Egypt seemed to be a 
miracle. And this, of course, was the case with the Tunisian model earlier. 
You'll remember that Jacques Chirac called it the "economic miracle," and 
it was the darling of the IMF and the World Bank, because it implemented 
these types of reforms earlier. Well, of course, we saw what happened in 
Tunisia. In Egypt also, from 2004 until the present, the government and its 
reforms were applauded in Washington by World Bank, IMF and U.S. 
officials. GDP growth rates were above six percent in consecutive years. 
Egypt received the top reformer award from the IMF and the World Bank, 
tremendous foreign direct investment. 
 
But what all of that masked, what all of that masked, was what was going 
on at the level of real people and ordinary lives. Real incomes were 
declining as a result of incredibly high inflation, not as high as in 
Zimbabwe or Venezuela, but inflation rates of 25, 30 percent, eating away 
at people’s incomes. Basic commodities, foodstuffs, prices were increasing 
tremendously. In 2008, about 13 or 14 people, Egyptians, died as a result 
of conflicts resulting from them waiting in long bread queues, because 
there wasn’t enough bread, and violence would erupt. People were 
waiting in line for hours to obtain subsidized bread, which is also one of 
the bases of this regime, you see. It has to do that in order to at least have 
some kind of acquiescence from the public. So, what these macroeconomic 
indicators masked was what people were experiencing at the level of 
everyday life and real income. As I mentioned, poverty was increasing. 
Income inequality was increasing. And even corruption was increasing, 
according to Transparency International. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: Can you talk about what happened this weekend, that 
President Mubarak responded to the mass protests not by resigning 
himself, but by saying he would dissolve the parliament? He then went on 
to talk about one of the so-called new names, Omar Suleiman, who, as 
Jane Mayer points out in a piece in The New Yorker over the weekend, is 
actually not so new to anyone who has followed the American policy of 
renditions for terror suspects. She writes, "Since 1993 Suleiman [has] 
headed the feared Egyptian general intelligence service. In that capacity, 
he was the C.I.A.’s point man in Egypt for renditions—the covert program 
in which the C.I.A. snatched terror suspects from around the world and 
returned them to Egypt and elsewhere for interrogation, often under 
brutal circumstances. [...] He has served for years as the main conduit 
between the United States and Mubarak." 
 
SAMER SHEHATA: Yes. Well, with regard to what happened over the 
weekend and President Mubarak’s speech on Friday, and then the 
subsequent events of appointing a vice president, these are attempts to 
save Mr. Mubarak and to save his regime. These are steps that fall far short 
of what millions of Egyptians are calling for and the only thing that’s going 
to lead this revolution to end, which is the regime to end and for a new 
government with people unaffiliated with the previous corrupt and 
despotic regime to come to power. So Mubarak was trying to save himself 
by offering some concessions. And those concessions were, of course, as 
you mentioned, dismissing the parliament and then appointing a vice 
president, something that Egyptians have been asking for for 30 years—this 
is a country that has been without a vice president for that long; he’s 
refused to appoint one—and then, of course, appointing a prime minister. 
It’s also interesting to note that both of these individuals are military 
figures, right? That’s also something that’s not very heartening. 
 
And then, with regard to Mr. Suleiman, of course, it is not so much feared, 
the, you know, Egyptian general intelligence, but certainly an integral part 



of the regime. And he is someone who, before his appointment, before his 
appointment, had some respect among the Egyptian people. He’s clearly 
very intelligent. He has tried to stay out of the limelight. He—there is not 
known directly that he has been involved in corruption, unlike many other 
of the previous ministers and so on. So, before his appointment, he had 
some legitimacy. And in fact, with the rise of Gamal Mubarak over the last 
number of years, many Egyptians were putting his name forward— 
 
AMY GOODMAN: The son of Mubarak. 
 
SAMER SHEHATA: With the rise of Gamal Mubarak, the president’s son, 
into higher posts in the government, and the idea that he was going to be 
implanted or installed as a president through farcical elections in the 
future, earlier, people were putting Omar Suleiman’s name up as someone 
who would be much more acceptable. Of course, all of that has changed 
now, and Mr. Suleiman has lost any kind of legitimacy or credibility he 
had, because this is nothing other than a tactic that the Mubarak—Mubarak 
himself is using to try to hold onto power. 
 
With regard to his involvement in the rendition program and so on, this is 
also—not that fact in particular, but his behavior and his actions and his 
views are also apparent in the WikiLeaks documents. He is someone who is 
clearly not committed to any conception of democracy. He says in the 
WikiLeaks documents that the Muslim Brotherhood, of course, is a very 
dangerous Islamist group that needs to be excluded completely from 
politics. It’s also clear that he believes that Egypt should maintain the 
blockade of Gaza, creating this 1.5 million open-air prison, as it were. He 
is very well known in the United States, because he has been coming here 
regularly. He has handled, been the point person for the very important 
issues of Palestinian-Palestinian relations, Egypt’s relationship with Israel. 
He is also the gentleman, the point person for Egypt’s relationship with 
Sudan and Omar al-Bashir and so on. Those types of foreign policy concerns 
in Egypt are not handled by the Foreign Ministry, but are handled by the 
security services. 
 
So he would be someone who would be unacceptable, I think, if we’re 
genuinely concerned about the development of democracy. He’s 
unacceptable if you talk to and listen to what the millions of people on 
Egypt’s streets are saying. He’s someone who might be, unfortunately, 
acceptable to capitals abroad. But of course, as Sharif mentioned, that’s 
not the primary concern here. The primary concern here is what millions 
of Egyptians want and deserve, and that is a government that represents 
their interests, a government that is elected by free and fair elections. 
 
AMY GOODMAN: And as the New York Times’ Ethan Bronner writes, that 
"the Israelis would be reassured" if he were chosen. He is chosen now as 
the vice president of Egypt by Mubarak, a position that hasn’t been filled 
in many, many years. Samer Shehata, if you could stand by, assistant 
professor of Arab politics at Georgetown University, we’re going to take a 
break and also look at the amount of money the U.S. has given Egypt. It 
has tremendous power over what Mubarak does right now, given the tens 
of billions of dollars, mainly in military aid, it’s given the Mubarak regime. 
Stay with us. 
www.democracynow.org 
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Self-organisation for self-emancipation 
Horace Campbell First Published in Pambazuka 31 January 2011  
 
In the wake of the ousting of entrenched Tunisian president Zine al-
Abidine Ben Ali, Horace Campbell reflects on events in the country, 
regional implications and the inspirational example of the Tunisian people 
in organising for a new future. 
The full explosion of the Tunisian revolutionary process is now taking root 
across Africa, far beyond the town of Sidi Bouzid, from where Mohammed 
Bouazizi had sent a message to youths all across the world that they should 
stand up against oppression. The overthrow and removal of the dictator 
Zine al-Abidine Ben Ali on 14 January 2011 was an important stage in this 
revolution. When this dictator (who was a top ally of the USA and France) 
fled to Saudi Arabia, dictators and corrupt party leaders all over the world 
trembled as the popular power in the streets found support in all parts of 
Africa, the Middle East and parts of Europe. This revolution in Tunisia is a 
typical example of the self-mobilisation of ordinary people for their own 
emancipation, independent of a vanguard party or self-proclaimed 
revolutionaries. The iteration of the Tunisian revolution in other parts of 
Africa and the Middle East is fast becoming a pattern that speaks volume 
about the nature of 21st century revolutions. 
 
At the time of writing this piece, the revolution is going through the third 
stage where the popular forces are seeking a drastic change in the politics 
of the society and demanding new order in Tunisia based on freedom, 
democracy and social justice. In short, the people were calling for a form 
of popular democracy that moves beyond alienation, and beyond the 
separation of politics and economics. The first stage of the revolution 
started with the self-immolation and self-sacrifice of Mohammed Bouazizi 
in the region of Sidi Bouzid. The unemployed graduate Bouazizi set himself 
on fire to protest police brutality after they harassed and stopped him 
from selling fruits and vegetables, which was his only means of a 
livelihood. The second stage involved the mass organisation and the 
deployment of new networks for revolution among the youth and the 
working people, leading to the popular overthrow of the dictator. The 
third stage involved the merger of the caravans of liberation into Tunis, 
the capital with the break in the ranks of the forces of coercion. It was at 
this stage that the true revolutionary character of the self-organisation 
started to emerge. At this third stage, the prolonged popular protest of 
the organised poor emerged, with women and youth taking the lead in 
calling for the arrest of the dictator and for a new government of the 
people. It is at this delicate stage of this revolution that it is most 
necessary for revolutionaries all over the world to stand together with the 
Tunisians, and to draw the positive lessons that can spread the revolution 
like a fire to burn off the corruption and destruction of capitalism and 
neoliberalism.  
 
The capitalist classes have been wounded in Tunisia and they want to do 
all within their power to contain this new wave of revolution. However, 
their ability to undermine this revolution will depend on the vigilance and 
support of revolutionaries internationally. We must remember that 
revolutions are made by ordinary people and that there are millions who 
want a new form of existence where they can live like decent human 
beings. In another era of capitalist depression and war, it was C.L.R. 
James who commented that, ‘That is the way a revolution often comes, 
like a thief in the night, and those who have prepared for it and are 
waiting for it do not see it, and often only realise that their chance has 
come when it has passed.’ 
 
James was referring to the Chinese masses who had led the way in the 



revolutionary process in China. The real point of Tunisia, as in China, is 
that in every revolutionary situation it is the real action of human beings 
taking to the streets, defying the police and fighting with courage and 
imagination that changes society. Revolutionaries should grasp the epoch-
making process that is now underway in the world. How this epoch-making 
process will mature across Africa, Europe and Asia will depend on the 
politics and organisations that shape the movement in the coming weeks 
and months. Revolutionaries must learn the positive lessons: the new 
pattern of 21st century revolution, the new forces of revolution and the 
new tools of revolutionary struggles that are being fashioned by those who 
are making sacrifices for a new mode of social existence. 
 
SELF-IMMOLATION, SACRIFICES AND SELF-ORGANISATION 
Within a month, the narrative in the international media on Tunisia has 
changed completely. Prior to the present uprising against the capitalist 
classes and the dictator, Tunisia was represented in the Western media as 
a stable free-market economy that was a symbol of the success of 
capitalism, a top ally of the USA in the war against terrorism. Tunisia was 
the choice destination for European tourists as the same European states 
shut their doors to migrants from Africa. Behind the image of Tunisia as a 
stable tourist resort where Europeans could relax was the reality of 
repression, corruption, censorship and massive exploitation of the people. 
The concentration and centralisation of wealth and power in the hands of 
the ruling family alienated even members of the capitalist classes, who 
were locked out of the inner circles of opulence and obscene wealth. In 
the midst of struggle, there was unemployment and suffering. Mohammed 
Bouazizi, a youth who had sought to dignify his existence by becoming a 
fruit and vegetable seller, decided to make a sacrifice to make a stand 
against oppression and made a break with the politics of obedience. 
 
Mohammed Bouazizi, like millions of youths across the world, wanted a 
new world. He had studiously gone through school only to find that the 
economy did not have a place for him. He created his own space by 
becoming a fruit and vegetable vendor in the town. But even in this 
capacity, the society had no room for the creativity of the youth so the 
police harassed him continuously and on 17 December 2010 confiscated his 
vegetable cart. Bouazizi was the principal breadwinner of his family and 
decided to make a stand against oppression. After unsuccessfully 
complaining to the local authorities, he burnt himself as an act of protest. 
He did not die immediately and his sacrifice acted as an inspiration for 
others to resist oppression and to popularise his action. 
 
The other youths in Sidi Bouzid took up his cause and carried messages of 
his self-immolation across Tunisia and beyond. As the youth mobilised and 
took to the streets with ‘a rock in one hand, a cell phone in the other,’ 
their message cracked the walls of censorship to the point where the 
dictator himself sought to mollify this rebellion by going to the hospital to 
try to contain the anger of the youth and blunt the rising protest. In an 
effort to gain support of the youth, the government decided to declare 
2011 the year of the youth. But the youths were not waiting for a dictator 
to declare the year for them; they were bent on taking the year and 
making the break for a new decade. 
 
Mohammed Bouazizi joined his ancestors on 4 January, expiring from the 
self-immolation, but his act of sacrifice had acted as a spark to impress on 
the youths the importance of intentionality to make a break with the old 
forms of oppression. The rebellion that had been sparked by the action of 
Bouazizi took over the region of Sidi Bouzid and moved from spontaneous 
actions of solidarity to an organised resistance that brought in new forces 
who recognised the determination of the youths. From the spontaneous 



actions of the youths, the rebellion took on an all-class character as 
teachers, lawyers, workers, trade unionists, small scale entrepreneurs and 
other social forces joining in this first phase of the revolution. Within a 
week of the passing of Mohammed Bouazizi, the revolution had spread to 
Tunis and the masses had joined in the streets to topple the dictatorship.  
 
THE FALL OF THE ZINE AL-ABIDINE BEN ALI REGIME 
Ben Ali was like so many other African leaders who had joined the anti-
colonial struggles only to take over the habits and behaviour of the 
colonialists. Tunisia had become independent in 1956 and the ruling party 
developed authoritarian principles as it sold itself as a base for Western 
capitalism. The more the society ingratiated itself with the West, the more 
the ruling sections of the political class felt a sense of impunity, believing 
that Western support could shield them from popular opposition. In the 
case of Ben Ali, he had not only supported a rabid form of corruption, his 
regime earned praise as one of the firmest supporters of the war against 
terrorism.  
 
This support of France and the USA concealed the economic terrorism of 
capitalism, but as the global economic depression took its toll on the 
people, there were protests to reveal the extent of the terror and 
corruption of the dictator who had been in power since 1987. The ruling 
party was dominated by the national capitalist class, as well as the foreign 
multinationals and banks that cooperated to establish free-trade zones 
where workers could not organise. Unemployment and poverty among the 
youth had made them a pool of cheap reserve labour to be manipulated by 
religious and political leaders, but youths such as Mohammed Bouazizi had 
risen above the politicisation of religion. When the rebellion spread to 
Tunis by 10 January, the maturation of years of agitation immediately 
manifested itself in the slogans of the rebellion:  
 
‘Down with the party of thieves, down with the torturers of the people.’  
 
These slogans of rebellion resonated with all sections of the oppressed and 
initially Ben Ali dismissed the demonstrations as terrorists as the police 
shot and killed unarmed civilians. Ben Ali called the demonstrations the 
work of masked gangs ‘that attacked at night government buildings and 
even civilians inside their homes in a terrorist act that cannot be 
overlooked’. This reflex of calling the bogey of terrorism did not scare the 
people, and by Thursday 13 January the anger of the families of those shot 
in cold blood was buttressed by the maturation of the popular resistance 
to the dictatorship. The president’s billionaire son-in-law ran away and by 
Friday Ben Ali, who had promised the masses that he would not stand for 
the presidency in 2014, fled the country. While in flight even his 
imperialist allies deserted him. It was only the Libyan dictator Muammar 
al-Gaddafi who had the temerity to castigate the Tunisian people for 
removing Ben Ali from power. Gadaffi spoke for the other dictators across 
Africa and the Middle East when he said in a televised address that, ‘You 
[Tunisians] have suffered a great loss. There is none better than Zine [Ben 
Ali] to govern Tunisia.’ 
 
Gaddafi exposed the fact that the African unity that he represented was 
the unity of dictators. But even as he spoke the revolution was moving to 
the third stage as the caravans of liberation converged on Tunis as the 
ideas and principles of self-organisation and self-emancipation spread 
across Africa. Initially, other European leaders were silent, but as the 
gravity and seriousness of the Tunisian workers and youth became a force 
in international politics the government of Switzerland froze the accounts 
of Ben Ali and his family. Former allies of Ben Ali such as the leaders of the 
USA and France distanced themselves from his rule as the images of 



revolution from Tunisia spread through mainstream media rising from the 
networks of social media to the mainstream. In this information warfare, 
the news outlet Al Jazeera acted as a source of information connecting the 
struggles throughout the world of dictators and despots. 
 
INTENTIONALITY, SELF-ORGANISATION, SELF-MOBILISATION AND SELF-
EMPOWERMENT 
When the second stage of the revolution was maturing, the interim 
government closed schools and universities in an attempt to blunt the 
youth energy. After the universities reopened, there were new 
demonstrations across Tunisia as teachers and students called a general 
strike. The full expression of a worker–student alliance was beginning to 
take shape as workers occupied workplaces while setting up committees to 
run their workplaces. It is this advanced consciousness of worker control 
that is slowly taking shape as the revolution of Tunisia experiment with 
networks of networks beyond the old standards of democratic centralism 
and other worn ideas of revolutionary organisation and the vanguard party. 
Social media and social networking may represent one of the forms of this 
revolutionary process, but the character is still embedded in the self-
organisation and self-emancipation of the oppressed. It is this powerful 
force of self-emancipation that is acting as an inspiration and beating back 
vanguardists, whether secular or religious. 
 
In order to discredit this revolutionary process, the Western media has 
been running the bogey that Islamists would be the beneficiaries of the 
revolution. But the women of Tunisia have demonstrated clearly that they 
are not going to be sidelined in a revolutionary process. These women, 
inside and outside of Tunisia, have been organising for decades and will 
not be silenced in this moment of revolution. What was visible from the 
images in Tunisia was the centrality of women and youths in this 
revolutionary process. Women in Tunisia had been organising for decades 
against patriarchy and other forms of male domination. It was one of the 
societies where the women had stood firm against the fundamentalists 
who wanted to control the bodies and minds of women. These women 
made common cause with the youths and other sections of the working 
people to form the backbone of the revolution. Their presence and 
firmness acted as a barrier to the kind of vanguardism that could be 
claimed by sections of the opposition. Hence as Ben Ali fled, all of the 
socialists, communists, Islamists, trade unionists, human rights workers, 
rappers and other social forces emerged on the political stage of Tunisia. 
The placards and slogans that proclaimed ‘vive la révolution’ were a 
manifestation that all over the country, from south to north, there had 
been a burning desire for change. 
 
This burning desire for change was most clearly expressed in the 
expressions of workers and poor farmers from the rural areas, who 
converged on Tunis as they chanted: ‘We have come to bring down the rest 
of the dictatorship.’ They did this in defiance of a curfew and state of 
emergency. They had travelled through the night in a caravan of cars, 
trucks and motorcycles from towns across the rocky region far from 
Tunisia's luxurious tourist beaches. 
 
I was in West Africa as this revolution unfolded. Everywhere I went, youths 
and other workers were anxiously following the revolution as the mass 
resistance spread to Algeria, Egypt, Jordan and Yemen. In all of the 
societies I visited there were young people who wanted to know more 
about what was happening in revolution. Bouazizi’s action sends a major 
lesson to youths across Africa and the pan-African world. This lesson is 
embedded in the significance of his self-immolation. Bouazizi’s self-
immolation signifies self-sacrifice, different from the actions of suicide 



bombers. In a world where disgruntled elements take to suicide bombing 
as a weapon of coercion and protestation, Bouazizi stands out as an 
oppressed and disgruntled youth who wanted to make a sacrifice for 
revolution without violence and the killing of innocent souls. Youths do not 
have to embark on self-immolation as a sacrifice for a better tomorrow. 
But ultimately, they must be ready to make some sacrifices for self-
emancipation, instead of being passive or offering themselves as tools of 
manipulation and suppression in the hands of the ruling elites.  
 
In a period when alienated youths are open to manipulation by 
conservative forces to shoot up innocent persons or to make themselves 
into suicide bombers, the action of Mohammed Bouazizi marked a new 
phase of youth action. This new phase was manifest in the statement by 
some Tunisian revolutionaries: ‘Mohammed Bouazizi has left us a 
testament. We will not abandon our cause.’ 
 
WHITHER THE REVOLUTIONARY PROCESS? 
Far from retreating from the streets, the demonstrations and positive 
actions of the people have galvanised others in Algeria, Libya, Egypt, 
Jordan and Yemen. The more the Tunisians made demands for the arrest 
of Ben Ali and his family, the more Western leaders sought to limit the 
damage and call for stability and social peace. But what is really being 
called for is the protection of local and international capital. The Western 
capitalists fear the socialists, progressive feminists, trade unionists and 
youths who are determined to build a new basis for economic relations 
where the wealth of the society would be organised for the well-being of 
the people. Already, there is a discussion of the full nationalisation of the 
assets that were previously owned by the Ben Ali family. This discussion of 
nationalisation stirs fear in the ranks of other capitalists who want to 
inherit the politics and economic base of Ben Ali. 
 
How this process will develop in Tunisia will depend on the politics and 
organisations that shape the movement in the coming weeks and months. 
As one socialist organ proclaimed:  
 
‘Tunisia needs a new democratic government which represents the 
national and popular will of the people and represents its own interests. 
And a system of this type cannot emerge from the current system and its 
institutions or its constitution and its laws, but only on its ruins by a 
constituent assembly elected by the people in conditions of freedom and 
transparency, after ending the tyranny.’  
 
Revolution is a process, not an event. The revolutionary process in Tunisia 
is maturing with twists and turns. Those progressive forces in the 
imperialist centres must organise so that the militarists in the West do not 
prop up the dictators to hijack the process as the people begin to register 
a new historical era. The people have risen with confidence. They want a 
break with capitalist exploitation and corrupt leaders. Self-organisation 
and self-emancipation for social and economic transformation will take the 
popular forces from one stage of consciousness to the next.  
www.pambazuka.org 
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South Africa prepares for ‘Conference of Polluters’ 

 
 

 
 

Patrick Bond 27 January 2011 
 
At the past two United Nations Kyoto Protocol’s ‘Conference of the  
Parties’ (COPs) climate summits, Copenhagen in 2009 and Cancún in 2010,  
as well as at prior meetings such as Nairobi, how did South African  
leaders and negotiators perform? 
 
Sadly, they regularly let down their constituents, their African  
colleagues as well as the global environment. 
 
Most embarrassingly, going forward to the Durban COP 17 in November, 
the  
new Green Paper on climate under public debate this month promotes two 
dangerous strategies – nuclear energy and carbon trading – and concedes  
dramatic increases in CO2 emissions. 
 
South Africa is building two massive coal-fired plants at Kusile and  
Medupi (the world’s third and fourth largest), opening an anticipated  
forty new coal mines in spite of scandalous local air and water  
pollution, and claiming that more ‘carbon space’ to pollute the air and  
thus threaten future generations is required for ‘development’. 
 
SA was not required to cut emissions in the first (1997-2012) stage of  
the Kyoto Protocol. But when it comes to a potential second stage, which  
ideally would be negotiated in Durban, South Africa’s negotiators are  
joining a contradictory movement of emerging economic powers which 
both  
want to retain Kyoto’s North-South differentiation of responsibility to  
cut emissions, and to either gut Kyoto’s binding targets or establish  
complicated, fraud-ridden offsets and carbon trades which would have the  
same effect. 
 
The 2006 Nairobi COP helped set the tone, because Pretoria’s minister of  
environment and tourism at the time was Marthinus van Schalkwyk,  
formerly head of the New National Party. (He is today merely tourism  
minister.) 
 
A new Adaptation Fund was established in Nairobi, but its resources were  
reliant upon revenues from the controversial Clean Development 
Mechanism  
(CDM) carbon trading mechanism. Last week the European Union 
announced a  
ban on the main source of CDM credits, Chinese refrigeration gas  
emissions that are responsible for nearly two thirds of recent payments,  
because they incentivized production of more greenhouse gases. 
 
The CDM market is worth less than $8 billion/year at present, and Africa  
has received only around 2 percent, mostly for South African projects  
like the controversial Bisasar Road dump in Durban’s Clare Estate  
neighbourhood. Community activists led by the late Sajida Khan had  
demanded that Bisasar be shut but in 2002 the World Bank promised R100  
million in funding to convert methane from rotting rubbish into  
electricity, hence downplaying local health threats and environmental  



racism (Clare Estate is a black suburb and for that reason was sited to  
host Africa’s largest landfill). Durban politicians put profit ahead of  
people once again. 
 
Because of the CDM officials’ increasing embrace of biofuels and  
genetically engineered timber, civil society experts from the Global  
Forest Coalition, Global Justice Ecology Project, Large Scale Biofuels  
Action Group, the STOP GE Trees Campaign and World Rainforest 
Movement  
condemned the Nairobi summit. 
 
But van Schalkwyk reported back in a leading local newspaper that  
Pretoria achieved its key Nairobi objectives, including kick-starting  
the CDM in Africa, and welcomed UN support for more ‘equitable  
distribution of CDM projects’, concluding that this work ‘sends a clear  
signal to carbon markets of our common resolve to secure the future of  
the Kyoto regime.’ 
 
But immediately disproving any intent to support Kyoto emissions cuts,  
van Schalkwyk’s Cabinet colleagues confirmed the largest proposed  
industrial subsidies in African history just days later, for Port  
Elizabeth’s Coega smelter, entailing a vast increase in subsidised  
coal-fired electricity. Within a year, national electricity supplies  
suffered extreme load-shedding, so the project ultimately failed in  
2008. But the plan was to build a R20 billion smelter, which would then  
apply for CDM financing to subsidise the vast coal-fired power input  
even further. 
 
One of the country’s leading climate scientists, Richard Fuggle,  
condemned Coega in his University of Cape Town retirement lecture: ‘It  
is rather pathetic that van Schalkwyk has expounded the virtues of South  
Africa’s 13 small projects to garner carbon credits under the Kyoto  
Protocol’s CDM, but has not expressed dismay at Eskom selling 1360  
megawatts a year of coal-derived electricity to a foreign aluminium  
company. We already have one of the world’s highest rates of carbon  
emissions per dollar of GDP.’ 
 
Given this background, it is revealing that van Schalkwyk became, in  
March 2010, a leading candidate to run the United Nations Framework  
Convention on Climate (UNFCCC) after the resignation of its head, Yvo de  
Boer (who took a revolving UN door to industry and is now a high-paid  
carbon trader) following the 2009 Copenhagen COP where the UNFCCC lost 
all credibility. The COPs were now called the ‘Conference of Polluters’. 
 
If UN leader Ban ki-Moon needed an environmentalist of integrity to head  
the UNFCCC, van Schalkwyk should not have applied, given his chequered  
career as an apartheid student spy and a man who sold out his political  
party for a junior cabinet seat. Moreover, if van Schalkwyk was a  
world-class climate diplomat, why did President Jacob Zuma demote him 
by  
removing his environment duties in 2009? 
 
On the last occasion he stood on the world climate stage, in 2007 in  
Washington, van Schalkwyk enthusiastically promoted a global carbon  
market, which in a just world would have disqualified him from further  
international climate work. But another carbon trader, Christiana  
Figueres, was leapfrogged in last May to get the UNFCCC leadership job. 
 
In addition to environment ministers who consistently failed in their  
duties to address the climate crisis, a handful of Pretoria technocrats  



must also shoulder blame. In December 2009 in Copenhagen, South Africa’s 
negotiators were already criticized by G77 climate leader Lumumba  
Di-Aping for having ‘actively sought to disrupt the unity of the Africa  
bloc.’ 
 
One SA official, Joanne Yawitch, then forced a humiliating apology from  
Di-Aping for his frank talk (to an African civil society caucus), as  
reported by Noseweek blogger Adam Welz. 
 
Yet by joining the presidents of the US, China, Brazil and India to sign  
the 2009 Copenhagen Accord, Zuma did exactly what Yawitch had denied 
was  
underway: destroyed the unity of Africa and the G77 in a secret,  
widely-condemned side-room deal. 
 
US President Barack Obama’s Kenyan family and Zuma’s Zulu compatriots  
would be amongst those most adversely affected by climate chaos, as  
suggested by recent KwaZulu flooding. Di-Aping asked, poignantly, ‘What  
is Obama going to tell his daughters? That their relatives’ lives are  
not worth anything?’ Di-Aping quite accurately described the Copenhagen  
Accord as ‘an incineration pact in order to maintain the economic  
dependence of a few countries.’ 
 
In Copenhagen and Cancun, the main diversionary tactic used by Pretoria  
negotiators was a claim to willingly cut 34 percent of 2020 emissions  
below ‘business as usual’. However, Tristen Taylor of Earthlife Africa  
begged Pretoria for details about the 34 percent pledge, and after two  
weeks of delays in December 2009, learned Yawitch’s estimates were from 
a ‘Growth Without Constraint’ (GWC) scenario used by government  
negotiators as a bargaining chip, and was quite divorced from the  
reality of the industrially stagnant SA economy. 
 
According to Taylor, ‘GWC is fantasy, essentially an academic exercise  
to see how much carbon South Africa would produce given unlimited  
resources and cheap energy prices.’ Officials had already conceded GWC  
was ‘neither robust nor plausible’ eighteen months ago, leading Taylor  
to conclude, ‘The SA government has pulled a public relations stunt.’ 
 
And again at the 2010 COP 16 in Cancún, the new Minister for Water and  
Environmental Affairs, Edna Molewa, played the ‘development’ card  
against urgent binding emissions cuts: ‘We believe that it is quite  
important that as developing countries we also get an opportunity to  
allow development to happen because of poverty.’ 
 
Molewa implies that SA’s extremely high emissions contribute to  
poverty-reduction, when in fact the opposite is more truthful. Eskom’s  
supply of the cheapest electricity in the world to two of the biggest  
mining/metals companies in the world (BHP Billiton and Anglo American  
Corporation) requires a 127 percent price increase for ordinary  
households from 2009-12 to pay for new capacity. This is leading to mass  
electricity disconnections. 
 
Did Zuma know what he was doing, authorizing a climate policy that  
serves major corporations instead of his mass base? Do these firms keep  
SA’s ruling party lubricated with cash, Black Economic Empowerment deals 
and jobs for cronies? Do they need higher SA carbon emissions so as to  
continue receiving ultra-cheap coal-fired electricity, and then export  
their profits to London and Melbourne? 
 
Perhaps the answers are affirmative, but on the other hand, two other  



explanations – ignorance and cowardice – were, eight years earlier,  
Zuma’s plausible defenses for promoting AIDS denialism. He helped  
President Thabo Mbeki during the period in which 330,000 South Africans  
died due to Pretoria’s refusal to supply anti-retroviral medicines, as a  
Harvard Public Health School study showed. 
 
To his credit, Zuma reversed course by 2003 (rather late in the day) and  
endorsed public supply of AIDS medicines, as public pressure arose from  
the Treatment Action Campaign (TAC) and its international allies. TAC  
continued to condemn Zuma, in part because of misogyny during his 2006  
rape trial. 
 
It is that sort of intensive pressure that local activists in Climate  
Justice Now! SA are aiming to repeat, at the risk of otherwise allowing  
Zuma to remain a signatory to a far greater genocide. 
 
The COP 17 in Durban’s International Convention Centre, from November  
28-December 9, is a chance for civil society to hold Pretoria to  
account. The last such opportunity was in 2001 when the World Conference 
Against Racism attracted more than 10,000 protesters angry that Mbeki  
had agreed with Washington, to remove from the UN’s agenda their 
demands for apartheid reparations and for a halt to Israeli apartheid 
against Palestine. 
 
This year, as in previous COPs, civil society will demand that political  
elites cut emissions 50 percent by 2020 (as science requires),  
decommission the dysfunctional carbon markets, pay the North-South (and  
SA-African) ‘climate debt’ and transform to a post-carbon economy. 
 
The negotiators from Pretoria, along with those from Washington,  
Brussels and Beijing, will not stand up to the challenge, as they’ve  
proven again and again. As in earlier conflicts, then, the spirit of  
anti-apartheid resistance and lessons of AIDS medicines access are  
amongst the weaponry civil society will need, in order to save the  
species’ and the planet itself. The strategies and tactics they will  
deploy are already being hotly debated. 

 
 
ININGIZIMU AFRIKA ilungiselela “Ingqungquthela yabangcolisi bomoya 
olawula isimo sezulu” 
NguPatrick Bond 
Yahunyushwa nguFaith ka-Manzi 
 
Ezingqungqutheleni ezimbili ezedlule zeNhlangano yaMazwe Ezizwe 
(United Nations) iKtoyo Protocol mayelana nesimo sezulu, eCopenhagen 
ngo2009 kanye neCancun ngo2010, kanye nemimnye imihlangano esike 
yabanjwa ngaphambili njengaseNairobi, ngabe abaholi baseNingizimu 
Afrika kanye nabakhulumela lelizwe badlala yiphi indima bona?  
 
Okudabukisa kakhulu, bajwayele ukwenzela phansi izakhamuzi kanye 
nabavoti balelizwe, ozakwabo baseAfrika kanye nesimo sezemvelo 
somhlaba wonke.  
 
Okwenza kakhulu amahloni, uma siyangaya phambili kwingqungquthela 
ezoba seThekwini ngomhlaka 17 kuNovemba kulonyaka iGreen Paper 
ngesimo sezulu lapho kuzoba nenkulumo mpikiswano nomphakathi 
kulenyaka kugqugquzela izimo ezimbili eziyingozi – amandla enuclear 
kanye nokudayiswa kwesisisi esingcolisa umkhathi – lokhu kuzoholela 
ekutheni kuphume ngokwethusayo ukukhiqizeka kwesisisi esingcolisa isisisi 



esingcolisa umkhathi.  
 
INingizimu Afrika njengamanje imatasatasa yakha odukathole bazizinda 
zamandla amalahla eKusile kanye naseMedupi (okuzoba izizinda ezinkulu 
kakhulu emhlabeni zesithathu nesesine), lokhu okuzokwenza kuvulwe 
izimayini ezingamashumi amane phezu kokuba sibhekene nehlazo 
lokungcolisa umoya wesimo sezulu kanye namanzi, futhi njengoba sisafuna 
‘isikhala sesisisi’ esingcolisa umoya esizobeka engcupheni izizukulwane 
ezizayo ngoba kuthiwa lokhu kudingekile ukuze ‘kube nentuthuko’.  
 
INingizmu Afrika yayingalindelwe kwasekuqaleni esigabeni sokuqala 
seKyoto Protocol (kusukela ku1997 kuya ku2012) ukuthi yehlise izinga 
lokukhiqiza izisisi ezingcolisa umoya. Kodwa uma sekuziwa esigabeni 
sesibili, okuzoxoxwa ngaso eThekwini, abagqugquzeli baseNingizimu Afrika 
bahlanganyela neqembu eliyishaya phambili liyishaye emuva lamazwe 
eminotho esafufusa afuna ukungazinikela kakhulu kwisinqumo esathathwa 
eKyoto njengoba kwenza amazwe aseNingizimu nawaseNyakatho ukuthi 
abe nomthelela wokwehliswa kokukhiqizwa kwesisisi esingcolisa umoya, 
noma futhi mhlawumbe kuchithwe izinqumo ezibambezelayo ezenziwa 
eKyoto ngemigomo ekufanele kufikwe kuyona noma kuqalwe izindlela 
ezintsha ezigcwele inkohlakalo kanye nokudayiswa kwesisisi esingcolisa 
umoya naso esinokukhohlakala.  
 
Ingqungquthela yaseNairobi ngo2006 yenza ushintsho kezizingxoxo zesimo 
sezulu, ngoba ungqongqoshe wasePitoli wezemvelo kanye nezokuvakasha 
ngalesosikhathi kwakunguMarthinus van Schalkwyk, owayekade engumholi 
weNew National Party. (Namhlanje usengungqongqoshe wezokuvakasha-nje 
kuphela.) 
 
Isikhwama sokukwenza kabusha (Adaptation Fund) saqalwa eNairobi, 
kodwa ukukhula kwaso kwakuncike ezimalini eziqhamuka Kwindlela 
eHlanzekile Yokuthuthukisa (Clean Development Mechanism (CDM)) indlela 
yokudayiswa kwesisisi esingcolisa umoya. Emasontweni ambalwa edlule, 
iNhlangano yaseEurope ( European Union) yabika ngokuvalwa kwenzuzo 
yeCDM, kanye nokungcolisa kwesimo sezulu imikhiqizo yezibandisi (fridges) 
eyenziwa eChina ngoba okuyiyona ekhokha kakhulu ngoba ilona zwe elenza 
kakhulu imikhiqizo eyenza izisisi(greenhouse gases) ezingcolisa umoya 
okuba nomthelela wokushintsho kwesimo sezulu. 
 
Imakethe yaseCDM njengamanje ingaphansi kuka$8 wamabhiliyoni 
ngonyaka njengamanje, futhi Iafrika isathole cishe amaphesenti amabili 
alemali, ikakhulukazi ukuze kwenziwe izakhiwo zaseNingizimu Afrika 
ezifana nalesi esinimsindo njengesase Bisasar Road lapho kuchithwa khona 
izibi eThekwini endaweni yaseClare Estate. 
 
Izishoshovu zomphakathi walendawo ezaziholwa nguSajida Khan ongasekho 
emhlabeni zazifuna ukuthi iBisasar ibe isivaliwe kodwa ngo2002 iBhange 
Lomhlaba (World Bank) yathembisa ikhulu lamamiliyoni lamarandi 
ukuxhasa ngokuthi isisisi imethane gas eqhamuka kwizibi ezibolile yenziwe 
amandla kagesi, lokho okwakhombisa ukubukela phansi isimo esingesihle 
sezempilo esiwumpumela walesisisi kanye nokubandlululwa ngezemvelo 
kwabantu bakulendawo (iClare Estate iyindawo ehlala abantu abamnyama 
futhi ngalesosizathu yenziwa ukuthi kwenziwe kuyona umgodi omkhulu 
okufakwa kuwo izibi eAfrika). Nalapho kusaqhubeka ukuthi 
abezombusazwe baseThekwini bahlomule ngaphambi kwabantu. 
 
Ngenxa yokuthi izikhulu zeCDM ziyaqhubeka nokuvumela ukwenziwa 
kwamandla nemikhiqizo yemvelo (biofuels) kanye nezihlahla ezenziwe 
ngokungenelela kwezesayensi (genetically engineered timber), 
ochwepheshe abaqhamuka emiphakathini baseGlobal Forest Coalition, 



eGlobal Justice Ecology Project, eLarge Scale Biofuels Action Group, ethe 
STOP GE Trees Campaign kanye neWorld Rainforest Movement bayichitha 
imigomo eyanqunywa engqungqutheleni eyayiseNairobi.  
 
Kodwa uvan Schalkwyk wabika ephephandabeni elihamba phambili ukuthi 
iPitoli lalikwzile ukufeza imigomo yalo ehamba phambili eNairobi, 
ehlanganisa ukuqala iCDM eAfrika, kanye nokwamukela ukuxhaswa 
yiNhlangano Yezizwe ‘yokusabalalisa izindlela ezinobulungiswa zeCDM’, 
enezelelela ngokuthi lomsebenzi ‘uthumela umyalezo ogqmile 
ezimaketheni zezisisi ezingcolisa umoya ngokuhlanganyela kanye nathi 
ukubambisana nolubusa kwezinyathelo zaseKyoto’.  
 
Kodwa maduzane nje emva kwalokho ukukhombisa ukungahambisani 
nezinyathelo zaseKyoto zokwehlise kokukhiqizwa kwezisisi ezingcolisa 
umoya, ozakwabo beKhabhinethi bakavan Schalkwyk emva nje kwezinsuku, 
baqinisekisa ukuthi bafuna izimali zokuxhaswa ezinkulu ngokomlando 
waseAfrika wokuthi kwakhiwe isincibilikisi (smelter) ePort Elizabeth 
eCoega, okuchaza ukwenyuka kwezimali ezixhasa ukwakhiwo kwezindawo 
ezizokhiqiza amandla kagesi ngokuphehlwa kwamalahle. Ungakapheli-nje 
unyaka, ukusabalaliswa kwamandla kagesi kwancipha kakhulu (load 
shedding), ngakho-ke lesisakhiwo ababefuna ukusenza asiphumelelanga 
ngo2008. Kodwa isu labo kwakungukwakha isincibilikisi samabhiliyoni 
anamashumi amabili amarandi (R20 billion), okusho ukuthi babeyobe 
sebeyakwazi ukucela ukuxhaswa ngemali yeCDM ukuze bakwazi 
ukuqhubeka ukwandisa ukwenza amandla kagesi ngokuphehlwa kwamahle.  
 
Omunye wochwepheshe ohamba phambili kulelizwe kwisayensi ebhekene 
nokushuba kwesimo sezulu , uRichard Fuggle, walahla ngecala 
abagqugquzeli beCoega enkulumweni yakhe yokuvalelisa esethatha 
umhlalaphansi esikhungweni semfundo ephakeme eUniversity of Cape 
Town: “Kuyadabukisa ukuthi uvan Schalkwyk ukhulume kakhulu ngobuhle 
bezakhiwo ezincane eziyishumi nantathu zaseNingizimu Afrika ukuze 
athole ukuxhaswa ngekwenza izisisis ezingcolisa umoya ngaphansi kwe CDM 
yezinqumo zeKyoto, ngaphandle kokuzwakalisa ukujabha ngokuthi uEskom 
udayisa u1360 megawatts ngonyaka kamandla kagesi enziwa ngokuphehlwa 
kwamalahle enkampanini yealuminiyamu uasezweni langaphandle. Vele 
thina sihamba phambili ngokukhiqiza isisisi esingcolisa umoya idola lilinye 
leGDP.’ 
 
Ngenxa yalokhu, kuyacaca ukuthi uvan Schalkwyk, ngoMashi ka2010, 
ngomunye owayehamba phambili ukungenela ukhetho lokuba yisikhulu 
seUnited Nations Framework Convention on Climate (UNFCCC) emva 
kokwesula kowayephethe, uYvo de Boer (owajika lapho wasebenzela konke 
okumelene nenhlangano yezizwe ngokuba isikhulu esihola kakhulu 
esidayisa isisisi esingcolisa umoya) kulandela ingqungquthela 
eyayiseCopenhagen ngo2009 lapho iUNFCCC yaphelelwa khona isithunzi. 
Ngakho-ke i COPs ,manje isibizwa ‘Ngengqungquthela Yabangcolisi Besimo 
Sezulu’. 
 
Umangabe umholi weNhlangano Yezizwe uBan ki-Moon wayedinga umuntu 
olwela amalungelo ezemvelo ohlonishwayo ukuthi ahole iUNFCCC, uvan 
Schalkwyk kwakungafanele acele lomsebenzi, ikakhulukazi futhi uma 
sesibheka ikamuva lakhe ngongowaziwayo ukuthi wayeyimpimpi 
ezinhlanganweni zamafundi ngesikhathi sobandlululo futhi waba yindoda 
eyadayisa ngenhlangano yayo yezombusazwe ukuze ithole isikhundla 
esincane sekhabhinethi. Ngaphezu kwalokho, umangabe uvan Schalkwyk 
wayengabe umholi ophambili emhlabeni kwezokubuswa, yini eyenza ukuthi 
uMongameli uJacob Zuma anciphise amandla esikhundla sakhe ekutheni 
angabe esaphatha izindaba zesizwe ezimayelana nezemvelo ngo2009? 
 



Mhla egcina ukuma phambi komhlaba mayelana nezindaba zokushintsha 
kwesimo sezulu, ngo2007, eWashington, uvan Schalkwyk ngokukhulu 
ukusasa lokhu wagqugquzela imakethe yomhlaba yokudayiswa kwesisisi 
esingcolisa umoya, lapho-ke umhlaba kwakufanele uvele umkhiphe 
ezingxixweni ezimayelana nesimo sezulu. 
 
Kodwa omunye ongumhwebi wesisisi esingcolisa umoya, uChristiana 
Figueres, weqiswa phezu kwabanye ngenyanga kaMeyi kunyaka odlule 
ukuze athole isikhundla esiphezulu sokuhola iUNFCCC. 
 
Ngaphezu longqongqoshe abahlala behluleka emsebenzini yabo ukubhekana 
nesimo esibi sokushintsha kwezulu, ezinye izikhulu zezombusazwe 
ezingochwepheshe kwezesayensi zasePitoli kufanele nazo zimbandakanywe 
kanye nalabongqongqoshe. NgoDisemba ka2009 eCopenhagen, 
abagqugquzeli baseNingizimu Afrika basebegxekwa ngomunye wabaholi 
bezesimo sezulu weG77 uLumumba Di-Aping ‘ngokusebenzela ukuhlakaza 
ukuhlanganyela kwamazwe aseAfrika.’ 
 
Omunye wezikhulu zaseNingizimu Afrika, uJoanne Yawitch, waphoqa 
ngokukhulu ukumphoxa ukuthi axolise uDi-Aping ngokukhuluma kwakhe 
angesabi (lapho kwakuhlanganyele amazwe aseAfrika), njengoba 
kwakubikwe yiblogger yeNoseweek uAdam Welz. 
 
Kodwa ngokuhlanganyela nabomongameli waseMelika, eChina, eBrazil 
kanye naseIndia ukuthi basayine i2009 Copenhagen Accord, uZuma wenza 
okufanayo nokwenziwa uYawitch ukuthi kwakwenzeka: ukucekela phansi 
ubumbano lwaseAfrika kanye neG77 ngesinyenyela, emhlangweneni 
owawenziwe eceleni futhi okwakuphikiswana nawo.  
 
Umndeni waseKenya kamongameli waseMelika uBarack Obama kanye 
nabangani bakaZuma bamaZulu ibona impela izimpilo zabo eziyocekeleka 
phansi ngokuphazamiseka kwesimo sezulu, njengoba sekuke kwabonakala 
ngokuhlasela kukazamcolo KwaZulu. UDi-Aping wabuza ngokudabuka 
okukhulu, “Yini uObama azoyitshela amadodakazi akhe? Ukuthi izimpilo 
zezihlobo zawo azibalulekile nhlobo?’ UDi-Aping wayihlaba esikhonkosini 
ngenkathi echaza iCopenhagen Accord ‘njengendlela ekuvunyelwene ngayo 
yokuqinisekisa ukuthi amazwe ambalwa ayohlala ethembele kwamanye 
kwezomnotho.’  
 
ECopenhagen kanye naseCancun, indlela yolugwegwisa eyenziwe 
abagqugquzeli basePitoli kwakungukunquma ukwehlisa izinga lokungcolisa 
umoya oholela ekushintsheni kwesimo sezulu ngamaphesenti angu34 
percent ka2020 ‘kodwa kube kuqhutshekwa nokuhweba’. Kodwa-ke, 
uTristen Taylor weEarthlife Africa wancenga ukuthi iPitoli limnike 
imininingwane lesithembiso salamaphesenti angu34, kwathi emva 
kokulindiswa amasonto amabili ngoDesemba ka 2009, wathola ukuthi 
ukuqagela kukaYawitch kwakususelwa kwi‘Growth Without Constraint’ 
(GWC) lapho abagqugquzeli bakahulumeni baseke bekhuluma ngokuncenga, 
ngaphandle kokubona ngokusobala ukuyetha komnotho wokukhiqiza 
waseNingizimu Afrika.  
 
Ngokusho kukaTaylor, ‘IGWC iyisifiso nje engqondweni yezifundiswa 
ukubona ukuthi singakanani isisisi iNingizimu Afrika engasikhiqiza uma 
ingase inikwe uxhaso olukhulu kanye namanani aphansi amandla kagesi.’  
 
Izikhulu vele zasezivumelene ngokuthi iGWC ‘yayingenamdlandla futhi 
ingakholeki’ ezinyangeni eziyishumi nesishagalombili ezedlule, okwenza 
ukuthi uTaylor afike kulesisinqumo sokuthi, ‘Uhulumeni waseNingizimu 
Afrika indlela-nje eyayizidayisa ngayo.’ 
 



Futhi nge2010 COP 16 eyayiseCancún, uNgongqoshe omusha waManzi 
kanyeneZemvelo, uEdna Molewa, wakhuluma ‘ngentuthuko’ uma 
kukhulunywa ngokuphuthuma kwesimo esidinga ukuthi kuncishiswe 
ukwenziwa kwemikhiqizo eholela esisisini esingcolisa umoya: ‘Sikholelwa 
ukuthi kubalulekile kakhulu ukuthi njengamazwe asathuthuka sithole 
ithuba lokuvumela intuthuko yenzeka ngenxa yobuphofu.’ 
 
UMolewa uzama ukuthi ukukhiqizwa kakhulu kwezisisi ezingcolisa umoya 
eNingizimu Afrika kwenza ukuthi kunciphe ubuphofu eNingizimu Afrika, 
empeleni akekho ongazi ukuthi okwenzekayo okuphambene nalokho. 
UEskom uthekelela amandla kagesi ashibhe kakhulu emhlabeni wonke 
ezimbonini ezimbili ezinkulu ezikhiqiza ezezimayini kanye nensimbi (iBHP 
Billiton kanyeneAnglo American Corporation)ebe efuna ukwenyusa 
ngamaphesenti angu127 izindlu zezakhamuzi kusukela ngo2009 kuya 
ku2012 ukukhokhela ukubhekana nalokhu. Lokhu kudala ukuthi abantu 
abaningi bavalelwe ugesi.  
 
Ngabe uZuma uyazi ukuthi wayenzani, evumela ukuthi imigomo 
ehambisana nokuzwelana nezimboni ezinkulu kunezinkulungwane 
zabalandeli bakhe? Ngabe lezizimboni izona yini ezigcina inhlangano 
ebusayo yezombusazwe inemali, ukuthuthukisa izicebi ezimnyama (Black 
Economic Empowerment) kanye nemisebenzi yabangani bayo? Ngabe 
badinga izinga eliphezulu lokukhuqizwa kwesisisi esingcolisa umoya ukuze 
baqhubeke nokuthola amandla kagesi ashibhe kakhulu enziwa 
ngokuphehlwa kwamalahle,bese kuhanjiswa inzuzo eLondon 
naseMelbourne?  
 
Mhlawumbe izimpendulo ziyavumelana nalokhu, kodwa ngakolunye 
uhlangothi, kunezincazelo ezimbili – ukungazi kanye nobugwala – 
eminyakeni eyisishagalombili edlule – kwakuyiyona ndlela lapho uZuma 
ayevikela ngayoukuqhubeka nokungayisukumeli pjezulu indaba yengculaza. 
Wasiza uMongameli uThabo Mbeki ngesikhathi lapho u330,000 wabantu 
baseNingizimu Afrika bafa bebulawa ukunqaba kwePitoli ukubanika 
amakhambi adambisa ingculaza amaARV, njengoba kwakhombisa 
ucwaningo lwesifundo esenziwa isikhungo semfundo ephakeme iHarvard 
Public Health School.  
 
Ngokuzindlalela kahle, uZuma washintsha umqondo ngo2003 (noma 
kwakekuchithwe isikhathi) lapho aphumela obala wavumela ukuthi 
imishanguzo yengculaza isabalaliswe ezweni, nenkathi ingcindezi enkulu 
eyayivela emphakathini yayenyuka yenziwa I Treatment Action Campaign 
(TAC) kanye nozakwabo basemazweni omhlaba. ITAC yaqhubeka nokubeka 
uZuma icala ngenxa yokungaziphathi kahle kwakhe ngesikhathi ebhekene 
necala lokusolwa ngokudlwengulwa ngo2006. 
 
Ileyondlela yengcindezi enohlonze izishoshovu zakuleli ezilwa nokushintsha 
kwesimo sezulu zenhlangano iClimate Justice Now! SA ezizoyenza, ukuze 
kuvimbeke ukuthi kungavunyelwa uZuma abe ngomunye wabahlanyela 
ekubhubhiseni isizwe. 
 
ICOP 17 ezoba seThekwini eInternational Convention Centre, kusukela 
ngoNovemba mhla zingu28 kuze kuze kuba ngumhlaka 9 kuDisemba, ilona 
thuba lapho imiphakathi kofanele iqinisekise ukuthi iPitoli iyothatha 
izinqumo ezingeke zibhubhise izwe. Elinye ithuba elithi alifane naleli 
lalingo2001 kwiNgqungquthela Yomhlaba Emelene Nobandlululo (iWorld 
Conference Against Racism) eyadonsa ababhikilishi abangu10,000 
ababedinwe ukuthi uMbeki wayevumelane neWashington, ukususa 
ezinhlelweni(agenda) zeNhlangano YeZizwe ukufunwa ngodli ukukhokhwa 
kwezimali zokusinxephezela ngenxa yobandlululo kanye nokuqedwa 
kobandlululo okwenziwa yizwe laseIsrael esizweni sasePalestine.  



 
Kulonyaka njengoba bekwenzeka ezingqungqutheleni ezedlule zamaCOP, 
imiphakathi izofuna ngodli ukuthi ongxiwankulu bezombusazwe banciphise 
ukukhiqizwa kwezisisi ezingclolisa umoya ngamaphesenti angu50 ngonyaka 
ka2020 (njengoba kusho ososayensi), kupheze futhi ukudala imisebenzi 
ehambisana kokudalwa kwamasu okwenza inzuzo ezimakethe zalesisimo, 
bese kukhokhelwa ‘isikweletu sesimo sokushintsha kwezulu’ emazweni 
aseNyakatho-naseNingizimu (kanye neNingizimu Afrika) bese kusungulwa 
umnotho ozofukulwa ngaphandle kokuba khona kwezisisi ezingcolisa 
umoya.  
 
Abagqugquzeli basePitoli, bekanye nabaseWashington, nabaseBrussels 
kanye naseBeijing, ngeke bamelane nelesisimo, njengoba sebekhombisile 
izikhathi eziningi. Njengoba kwabonakalo ekuphikisaneni kwasekuqaleni, 
ugqozi lokulwa nobandlululo kanye nezifundo esizithole silwela 
imishanguzo yengculaza ngezinye izikhali ezidingwa imiphakathi, ukuze 
sisindise into yasemhlabeni ephilayo kanye nomhlaba uqobo. Izindlela 
ezizosetshenziswa njengamanje zidingidwa kakhulu. 
 
(Incwadi elandelayo ebhalwe nguPatrick Bond iThe Politics of Climate 
Justice.) 

 

Patrice Lumumba: The rise and assassination of an African patriot 

 
 

 
 

Cameron Duodu First Published in Pambazuka 25 January 2011 
 
Cameron Duodu remembers working as a journalist in Ghana and 
documenting Patrice Lumumba’s dramatic rise to power - and subsequent 
assassination - from afar. In so doing he uncovers why Lumumba is such an 
important historical figure who 'was not assassinated merely as a person, 
but as an idea'. 
 
Patrice Lumumba is, next to Nelson Mandela, the iconic figure who most 
readily comes to mind when Africa is discussed in relation to its struggle 
against imperialism and racism. 
 
Mandela suffered tremendously. But he won. 
 
Lumumba, on the other hand, lost - he lost power, he lost his country, and 
in the end, he lost his life. All were forcibly taken from him by a 
combination of forces that was probably the most powerful ever deployed 
against a single individual in history. Ludo De Witte, in his book, ‘The 
Assassination of Patrice Lumumba’, calls Lumumba’s murder ‘the most 
important political assassination in the 20th century’. 
 
The amazing thing is that Lumumba had done absolutely nothing against 
those who wanted his blood. They just saw him as a threat to their 
interests; interests narrowly defined to mean, ‘His country has got 
resources. We want them. He might not give them to us. So let us go kill 
him.’ 
 
I insist, though, that he should not be seen only as a victim of forces too 
powerful for him to contend with. On the contrary, he should be seen as 
someone who fully recognised the power of the forces ranged against him 
and fought valiantly with every ounce of breath in his body and with great 
intelligence to try and save his country. 
 
Thus, we can see in the history of the African people’s struggle in the 20th 



century, Mandela and Lumumba representing the two ends of the pole that 
swung within the axis that marked the fulcrum of the struggle. The two 
men represent the beacon of light that shines sharply to bring absolute 
clarity into the evaluation of a history that is often mired in obfuscation 
and mendacity. 
 
To those who say, ‘How wonderful it was to see in Mandela, the issue of 
oppression so peacefully resolved’, we need only point to that picture of 
Patrice Lumumba, a torturer’s hand in his hair, as he was brutalised in a 
truck by black Kantangese soldiers at Elizabethville (now Kisangani). 
 
In that picture of Lumumba, serious students can espy unseen hands, 
steered by a ‘heart of darkness’, bribing, mixing poisons, assembling rifles 
with telescopic sights, and finally propping an elected prime minister 
against a tree in the bush and riddling his body with bullets. 
 
And then - could even Joseph Conrad, in his worst nightmarish ramblings, 
have imagined this? - first burying Lumumba’s body, then exhuming it a 
day later because the burial ground was too close to a road, and then 
hacking it to pieces, and shoving the pieces into a barrel filled with 
sulphuric acid, to dissolve it. 
 
And could Joseph Conrad have been able to picture the murderer making 
sure to break off two front teeth from Lumumba’s jaw, to keep as a 
memento to show off to the grand-children in Brussels in years to come? As 
well as one of the bullets that killed him? If Shakespeare could write black 
comedy, we might have got dialogue like this: 
 
‘Grandpa, what didst thou do in the Congo?’ 
 
‘I exterminated Lumumba - and mark thee, that’s why I live in comfortable 
retirement and, never ye forget this - that’s wherefore ye went to such 
expensive schools. Here - see? Two of his very teeth that I broke off and 
brought home! And this - the bullet that finished the job!’ 
 
A Belgian, nearly 60 years after Conrad published his ‘Heart of Darkness’ 
and 57 years after Roger Casement and E. D. Morel had made what they 
hoped was a definitive exposure of the crimes King Leopold The Second of 
Belgium had committed against the Congolese people could still engage in 
such barbarities against a leader elected on the basis of a constitution 
signed into law by Leopold The Second’s own grandson, King Baudoin the 
first. 
 
That sordid crime in the bush near Elizabethville 50 years ago was the 
logical conclusion of a bitter and vigorous campaign that Belgium, aided by 
the United States, waged in the Congo in 1960 to ensure that Patrice 
Lumumba would never get a chance to rule the country that elected him 
to be its leader. Because of the action of Belgium and the United States, 
we actually do not know whether Lumumba would have made a good ruler 
or not. Which makes him even more important to history: for he was not 
assassinated merely as a person, but as an idea. What was that idea? 
 
It was the idea of a Congo that was fully independent, non-aligned, and 
committed to African unity. Lumumba’s party, the Mouvement National 
Congolais (MNC), was the only one in the Congo to organise itself 
successfully as a party that saw the Congo as one country, not as a 
conglomeration of ethnic groups. Thus, it gained 33 out of the 137 seats in 
the Congolese Parliament. From this relatively strong base, Lumumba was 
able to inspire others with his vision and thereby to hatch alliances that 
enabled the MNC to command an overall majority of seats in the Congolese 



Parliament. 
 
When Lumumba was appointed prime minister by the Belgians, many of 
the Belgians in the Congo and in Belgium itself thought the heavens had 
fallen in. For he was not the Belgians’ first choice. They tried other 
Congolese ‘leaders’ (such as Joseph Kasavubu) and it was only when these 
failed to garner adequate support that they unwillingly called on 
Lumumba. 
 
The magnitude of the achievement of the MNC in organising itself as a 
nationwide party, and managing to hatch viable alliances, is not often 
appreciated, because few people realise that the Congo is as big in size as 
all the countries of Western Europe put together. 
 
(As for Belgium itself, it is outrageous that it should have wanted to run 
the Congo in the first place - the Congo is 905,563 square miles in size, 
compared to Belgium’s puny 11,780 sq. miles. In other words, Belgium 
arrogated to itself the task of ruling a country more than eight times its 
size.) 
 
Not only is Congo huge, but think of a country the size of Western Europe 
that does not have good roads, railway systems, telecommunications 
facilities or modern airports. And a Western Europe in which political 
parties are legalised only one year before vital elections. 
 
The only thing to add is that in the Congo, the first nationwide local 
elections held in 1959, which saw the emergence of the MNC, were even 
more crucial, for it was those elections that were to assess the strength of 
the various ‘parties’ (in effect, ethnic movements) that would take part in 
deciding the future constitutional arrangements under which the country 
would be governed. Who knew, perhaps the independence that Ghana 
(1957) and Guinea (1958) had achieved, might even come Congo’s way and 
those elected might become ministers, who would form the first 
government of a new, independent Congo, after nearly 100 years of the 
most brutal colonial rule inflicted on an African country by a European 
ruler. 
 
By the time the Belgians felt the need to call a constitutional conference 
in Brussels to decide how the new Congo was to be ruled, Lumumba was in 
prison. Again. (He had earlier been imprisoned on a charge of 
embezzlement while he was a postal clerk. It needs to be pointed out that 
the charge was brought against him while he was away in Brussels, touring 
the country at the invitation of the Belgian government. Was someone 
trying to blight a future political career? 
 
The charge on which he went to prison a second time was more in line 
with colonial practice. What was that charge? ‘Inciting a riot.’ Where have 
we heard that before? Those who know African history can immediately 
see the parallels with what happened in Ghana, Kenya and Malawi: it was 
precisely the same colonial criminal code that had put Kwame Nkrumah in 
prison in Ghana in 1950, and in a slightly more tortuous manner, Jomo 
Kenyatta in Kenya in 1953 and Kamuzu Banda in Nyasaland in 1959. 
 
Again, like Nkrumah in Ghana, Lumumba’s party, the MNC, contested local 
(provincial) council elections in 1959, while its leader was still in jail, and 
surprise, surprise, it too won a sweeping victory, as the electorate made 
no mistake in recognising why the leader had been jailed. In its main 
stronghold of Stanleyville, Lumumba’s party obtained no less than 90 per 
cent of the votes. 
 



So, when in January 1960, the Belgian government invited all Congolese 
parties to a roundtable conference in Brussels to discuss political change 
and write a new constitution for the country, and the MNC refused to 
participate unless Lumumba was at its head, the Belgian government had 
no choice but to release Lumumba from prison and fly him to Brussels. It 
was at this conference that Lumumba showed his mettle - rising above the 
divisive politics that the Belgians wanted to promote among the various 
ethnic groupings, and uniting them on one central objective - 
independence. He managed to get a date agreed for independence – 30 
June 1960. 
 
Lumumba returned from Brussels to contest the national elections that 
were held in May 1960: a mere one month to independence. I draw your 
attention again to the huge size of the Congo and the absence of anything 
in the country that resembled adequate infrastructure. This made it well-
nigh impossible to campaign for elections on a national scale and of the 50 
parties that put up candidates only two - Lumumba’s MNC and the Parti 
National du Progrès or PNP bothered to field candidates in provinces other 
than where their leadership originated from. 
 
Here is how the larger of the 50 parties that took part in the May 1960 
general election performed: 
 
MNC-L [L for Lumumba] was strongest in Oriental Province (Eastern Congo) 
and was led by Patrice Lumumba. It won nearly a quarter of the seats in 
the lower house of the Congolese Parliament (33 out of 137) - thus 
garnering the highest number of seats for any single party. 
 
In the province of Léopoldville, Parti Solidaire Africain or PSA (led by 
Antoine Gizenga) narrowly defeated the ABAKO party of Joseph Kasavubu). 
 
In Katanga province, Confédération des Associations Tribales de Katanga or 
CONAKAT, led by Moise Tshombé, won narrowly over its main rival, the 
Association Générale des Baluba de Katanga, or BALUBAKAT, led by Jason 
Sendwe. 
 
In Kivu, the Centre de Regroupement Africain, CEREA of Anicet Kashamura, 
won but didn't obtain a majority. MNC-L came second there. MNC-L also 
won in Kasaï, despite being obliged to fight against a splinter faction that 
had become MNC-K (under the leadership of Albert Kalonji, Joseph Iléo and 
Cyrille Adoula). In the Eastern province, the MNC-L won a clear majority 
over the PNP, its only major adversary. Finally, in the province of 
Equateur, PUNA (led by Jean Bolikango and UNIMO (led by Justin Bomboko) 
were the victors. 
 
But as stated above, it was not Lumumba who, based on his performance 
at the elections, was first called upon by the Belgians to try to form a 
government. That honour went, instead, to the ABAKO leader, Joseph 
Kasavubu. But he failed, and it was then that Lumumba was asked to form 
a government. To the Belgians’ surprise, Lumumba succeeded in doing so. 
He clobbered together a coalition whose members were: 
 
UNC and COAKA (Kasaï), CEREA (Kivu), PSA (Léopoldville) and BALUBAKAT 
(Katanga). The parties in opposition to the coalition were PNP, MNC-K 
(Kasaï), ABAKO (Léopoldville), CONAKAT (Katanga), PUNA and UNIMO 
(Equateur) and RECO (Kivu). 
 
It was at this stage that Lumumba demonstrated how far-sighted he was. 
He convinced his coalition partners that the opposition parties should 
å≈not be ignored and he proposed that they should elect Joseph Kasavubu, 



the ABAKO leader, as President of the Republic. Lumumba’s coalition 
partners agreed, and the deal was announced on 24 June 1960. 
 
But unfortunately, Lumumba signed his own death warrant in appointing 
Kasavubu out of the best of intentions. In doing so, he implanted a 
poisonous Belgian wasp into his bosom. Lumumba’s action was acclaimed 
as an act of statesmanship and was endorsed by a vote of confidence in 
both the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate. 
 
However, the Belgians began to use what would have been Lumumba’s 
political strengths against him. They now cultivated Kasavubu, filling his 
head with sweet words about how Lumumba was young and inexperienced, 
whereas Kasavubu was experienced and sagacious, as recognised in 
Brussels. He must not allow any ‘impulsive’ acts of the young Prime 
Minister to go unchallenged. And they backed their flattery with massive 
sums of money. 
 
Even more important, the Belgians planted into the office of the Prime 
Minister (Lumumba) as his principal aide, a former soldier called Joseph 
Mobutu. Mobutu had been recruited as an agent by the Belgians, while 
attending the Exhibition of Brussels, following which he stayed on in 
Belgium as a student of ‘journalism’. With his military background, it 
would not have been difficult to teach him the tricks of espionage, 
instead. When Lumumba arrived in Belgium, straight from prison, to 
attend the constitutional conference, Mobutu befriended him - no doubt 
on Belgian instructions. Mobutu later joined the MNC and gained 
Lumumba’s confidence. At independence, he was well placed to be put in 
charge of defence at the Prime Minister’s office, given his seven years’ 
service in the Congolese army, the Force Publique. Prompted by his 
Belgian paymasters, Mobutu worked very closely with Kasavubu in secret to 
undermine the new Prime Minister. 
 
Now, on becoming Prime Minister, Lumumba had come very far indeed - 
and the distance between where he had sprung from and the complexities 
of political life marked by Belgian and American intrigues against him 
cannot be over-emphasised. Lumumba (his full name was Patrice Emery) 
was born on 2 July 1925, in the village of Onalua, in Kasai Province. His 
ethnic group, the Batetela, was small in comparison to such bigger groups 
in Kasai as the Baluba and the Bakongo. This gave him an advantage, for 
unlike politicians from big ethnic groups, no-one feared ‘domination’ from 
his side. He therefore found it easier to attract would-be political partners 
from other ethnic groups. 
 
Lumumba attended a Protestant mission school, after which he went to 
work in Kindu-Port-Empain, about 600km from Kisangani. There, he 
became active in the club of ‘educated Africans’, whom the Belgians 
called the ‘évolués’. He began to write essays and poems for Congolese 
journals. Next, Lumumba moved to Léopoldville (now Kinshasa) to work as 
a postal clerk and went on to become an accountant in the post office in 
Stanleyville (now Kisangani). There he continued to contribute to the 
Congolese press. 
 
In 1955 Lumumba became regional president of an all-Congolese trade 
union of government employees. This union, unlike other unions in the 
country, was not affiliated to any Belgian trade union. He also became 
active in the Belgian Liberal Party in the Congo. In 1956, Lumumba was 
invited with others to make a study tour of Belgium under the auspices of 
the Minister of Colonies. On his return he was arrested on a charge of 
embezzlement from the post office. He was convicted and condemned to 
12 months' imprisonment and a fine. 



 
It was shortly after Lumumba got out of prison that he became really 
active in politics. In October 1958, he founded the Congolese National 
Movement, NMC. Two months later, in December 1958, he travelled to 
Accra, Ghana, to attend the first All-African People's Conference. I was 
working in the newsroom of Radio Ghana at the time, and was posted to 
Accra airport, to meet delegates to the conference, who were arriving at 
all sorts of odd hours. 
 
I remember Lumumba because of his goatee beard and his glasses, which 
gave him the look of an intellectual. My French was not up to scratch, but 
with the help of an official of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, I was able to 
talk to him for a while before he was whisked away by an official car. He 
expressed his happiness to be in Accra, to seek inspiration from Ghana, the 
first British colony to achieve independence, and to exchange ideas with 
other freedom fighters. 
 
Lumumba and other French-speaking delegates did not get much of a look-
in at the plenary conference, as far as the Ghanaian public was concerned, 
because people generally don’t react well to translated speeches, which 
take twice the time to make a speech in a language that is understood. But 
I also think that delegates like Lumumba, who came from repressive 
colonial regimes, were protected from the press as they could be 
penalized on their return home, if they made any statements that did not 
please their colonial masters. 
 
The star of the conference was Tom Mboya of Kenya, who made a great 
impression with his command of the English language. ‘In 1885, the 
Europeans came and carried out a “scramble for Africa”,’ Mboya said. ‘We 
are now telling them to scram from Africa!’ This statement of Mboya’s was 
quoted widely around the world. Within a few years, he was Dead - struck 
down by an assassin. 
 
The All-African People’s Conference of December 1958 was notable not for 
the speeches made or the resolutions passed, but for the personal contacts 
that were made behind the scenes. The conference was the brain-child of 
Dr Kwame Nkrumah’s Advisor on African Affairs, George Padmore. Now, 
Padmore was a most experienced operator in international politics, having 
been in charge of the Comintern’s section that dealt with African and 
black trade union matters, in the 1930s. He was a most intelligent and 
courageous operator: basing himself in Russia, Hamburg and Finland, he 
befriended sailors of all colours, and was thus able to smuggle 
revolutionary literature - and personal messages - to anti-colonial 
politicians in Africa and all over the world where contacts with communist 
organisations were illegal. He also made several visits, incognito to African 
countries, including Ghana or the Gold Coast, as it was before it gained its 
independence. 
 
Padmore’s devotion to the black cause was so strong that when Josef 
Stalin ordered him to tone down his attacks on Britain, France and other 
European colonialists, with whom Stalin had struck an alliance, during the 
Second World War, Padmore resigned from the Comintern. 
 
This was a most dangerous thing to do, because Josef Stalin did not brook 
opposition. Padmore knew that he could be chased around and murdered - 
like Leon Trotsky. Indeed, the Kremlin tried to smear Padmore, claiming 
falsely that he had embezzled funds, but he defended himself effectively. 
He ended up in London where he set up as a writer of books and 
campaigner on anti-colonial issues. 
 



In London, Padmore became the mentor of many young African students 
who were later to achieve fame in the independence movements of their 
countries later. It was he who met Kwame Nkrumah when Nkrumah arrived 
in London as a student from the USA in May 1945. A strong bond of 
friendship grew between them and together, they organised the most 
famous Pan-African Conference of all – that at Manchester in October 
1945. 
 
Nkrumah returned to Ghana in 1947 and organised the Convention People’s 
Party (CPP), with which he fought for and won independence for Ghana on 
6 March 1957. In his Independence Day speech at the New Polo Ground in 
Accra, Nkrumah told the whole world that ‘The Independence of Ghana is 
meaningless unless it is linked up with the total liberation of the whole 
African continent.’ He indicated his willingness to put this idea into 
practice by inviting George Padmore to come to Accra to be Nkrumah’s 
advisor on African affairs. Padmore needed no second invitation: he saw an 
opportunity not only to work with a personal friend, but also, to 
implement the ideas on pan-African unity and African independence to 
which he had devoted his life. 
 
Within a few months of arriving in Accra, Padmore had organised a 
‘Conference of Independent African States’ there in April 1958. Its purpose 
was to link the independent African states in Africa, so that they could 
adopt common positions in world affairs, especially at the United Nations. 
 
Padmore followed that up by organising an ‘All-African People’s 
Conference’ in December of 1958. Lumumba was there and Padmore took 
him to meet Nkrumah. Lumumba was assured of Ghana’s full support from 
then on. He was made a member of the permanent organisation of the 
conference and stayed in touch with Ghana from then on. One historian 
has observed that after the conference, Lumumba’s ‘outlook and 
terminology, inspired by pan-African goals, now took on the tenor of 
militant nationalism.’ George Padmore established links in Paris, Brussels 
and Congo-Brazzaville, through which funds and political advice could be 
secretly transmitted to Lumumba and other Congolese politicians, when 
necessary. 
 
In late 1959, the Belgian government embarked on a programme intended 
to lead, ‘in five years’ to independence. The programme started with the 
local elections mentioned earlier (which were held in December 1959.) 
Lumumba and other Congolese leaders saw the Belgian programme as a 
scheme to install puppets before independence and at first announced a 
boycott of the elections. The Belgian authorities responded with repression 
and sought to ban the meetings of Congolese parties. 
 
On 30 October 1959, the Belgians tried to disperse a rally held by 
Lumumba’s MNC in Stanleyville. Thirty people were killed. Lumumba was 
arrested and imprisoned for ‘inciting a riot’. More clashes occurred around 
the country, and it was then that the Belgians, in an attempt to defuse the 
situation, organised an all-party ‘roundtable’ constitutional conference in 
Brussels. All the parties accepted the invitation to go to Brussels. But the 
MNC refused to participate without Lumumba. The Belgians thereupon 
released Lumumba and flew him in triumph to Brussels. 
 
At the conference, he observed that the Belgians were trying their old 
trick of ‘divide and rule’ by playing on the ethnic rivalries of the Congolese 
delegates. Lumumba outflanked the Belgians by getting the delegates to 
focus on a date for independence. Eventually, a date was agreed upon: 30 
June 1960. National elections were to be held in May. 
 



As we have seen, not only did the MNC come first in the country, but also, 
it reached out to other parties, and Lumumba eventually emerged as 
Prime Minister. Lumumba was able to hold his own against the maneuvers 
of the Belgians at this time, because although Padmore had passed away in 
September 1959, he was receiving constant counselling from Dr Kwame 
Nkrumah in Accra. Indeed, some other Congolese politicians who would 
normally not have given him the time of day, were ushered his way by 
mutual friends in Accra. 
 
But when independence dawned in the Congo on 30 June 1960 it was 
doomed from the start. The independence constitution was drawn up 
largely by Belgian academics and officials without too much participation 
of the Congolese politicians present. The discussions were often abstruse 
and largely above the heads of the Congolese, none of whom had ever 
taken part in such an exercise before. So one-sided was the exercise that 
six Congolese students in Brussels held a demonstration in protest against 
‘a constitution being written for Congo without Congolese participation.’ 
The Belgians dismissed them as trouble-makers. 
 
The document that emerged was a very complex text, and yet, it was 
made even more unwieldy by being released in two parts - one part in 
January 1960, and the second part in May 1960 - just one month before 
Independence. Belgian incompetence was written all over it: in some 
parts, the Congo was regarded as a centralised unitary state; in others, it 
was treated as a federal entity. These provisions were veritable booby-
traps that were later fought over to determine who would wield ultimate 
control over the country’s finances and natural resources. The confusion in 
the document provided the kernel of the idea that the CONAKAT leader, 
Moise Tshombé, later developed - with Belgian advice - into the full-scale 
secession of his home province of Katanga shortly after independence. 
 
Nevertheless, Belgium, under the delusion that it was magnanimously 
atoning for the brutality it had unleashed on the Congolese people in the 
past, was full of self-congratulation. On the day of independence itself, 
the Belgian monarch, King, Baudoin, dressed in majestic finery, made an 
insensitive, self-congratulatory speech to the assembly of Congolese 
politicians and foreign guests assembled in the National Assembly. 
 
The Belgians in charge of the ceremony had not made any provision for the 
Prime Minister and leader of the country, Patrice Lumumba, to address the 
gathering. But Lumumba got up and spoke all the same: 
 
‘Men and women of the Congo, 
 
Victorious fighters for independence who are today victorious, I greet you 
in the name of the Congolese Government. All of you, my friends, who 
have fought tirelessly at our sides, I ask you to make this June 30, 1960, an 
illustrious date that you will keep indelibly engraved in your hearts, a date 
of significance of which you will teach to your children, so that they will 
make known to their sons and to their grandchildren, the glorious history 
of our fight for liberty… 
 
‘No Congolese worthy of the name will ever be able to forget that it was 
by fighting that our independence has been won; [applause], it was not 
given to us, but won in a day-to-day fight, an ardent and idealistic fight, a 
fight in which we were spared neither privation nor suffering, and for 
which we gave our strength and our blood. 
 
‘We are proud of this struggle of tears, of fire, and of blood, to the depths 
of our being, for it was a noble and just struggle, and indispensable to put 



an end to the humiliating slavery which was imposed upon us by force. 
 
‘That was our fate for eighty years of a colonial regime; our wounds are 
too fresh and too painful still for us to drive them from our memory. We 
have known harassing work, exacted in exchange for salaries which did not 
permit us to eat enough to drive away hunger, or to clothe ourselves, or to 
house ourselves decently, or to raise our children as creatures dear to us. 
 
‘We have known sarcasms, insults, blows that we endured morning, noon, 
and evening, because we are Negroes. Who will forget that to a black 
person, ”tu”, was certainly said, not as to a friend, but because the more 
respectful ”vous” was reserved for whites alone?’ 
 
He recalled: ‘We have seen our lands seized in the name of allegedly legal 
laws, which in fact recognized only that might is right. We have seen that 
the law was not the same for a white and for a black; accommodating for 
the first, cruel and inhuman for the other. 
 
‘We have witnessed atrocious sufferings of those condemned for their 
political opinions or religious beliefs; exiled in their own country, their 
fate truly worse than death itself. We have seen in the towns, magnificent 
houses for the whites and crumbling shanties for the blacks. A black person 
was not admitted in the cinema, in the restaurants, in the stores of the 
Europeans; a black travelling on a boat was relegated to the holds, under 
the feet of the whites, who stayed up in their luxury cabins.’ 
 
Lumumba further demanded: ‘Who will ever forget the massacres where so 
many of our brothers perished, the cells into which those who refused to 
submit to a regime of oppression and exploitation were thrown [applause]? 
 
‘All that, my brothers, we have endured. 
 
‘But we, whom the vote of your elected representatives have given the 
right to direct our dear country, we who have suffered in our body and in 
our heart from colonial oppression, we tell you very loud, all that is 
henceforth ended. 
 
‘The Republic of the Congo has been proclaimed, and our country is now in 
the hands of its own children. Together, my brothers, my sisters, we are 
going to begin a new struggle, a sublime struggle, which will lead our 
country to peace, prosperity, and greatness. Together, we are going to 
show the world what the black man can do when he works in freedom, and 
we are going to make of the Congo the centre of the sun's radiance for all 
of Africa.’ 
 
(Lumumba added): ‘We are going to put an end to suppression of free 
thought and see to it that all our citizens enjoy to the full the fundamental 
liberties foreseen in the Declaration of the Rights of Man [applause]. We 
are going to do away with all discrimination of every variety and assure for 
each and all, the position to which human dignity, work, and dedication 
entitles him…’ 
 
Then gesturing dramatically towards the assembly of Belgian dignitaries, 
each turned out in the fullest ceremonial plumage, Lumumba declared: 
‘We are no longer your macaques [monkeys]!’ 
 
His electrifying speech was greeted with a prolonged standing applause. 
 
When news of the fiery Lumumba speech spread through Leopoldville, a 
sense of euphoria enveloped the city. One man, in a picture I remember 



from the pages of Drum Magazine, was photographed lying prostate in 
front of Lumumba’s car, arms spread out in a gesture that symbolically 
stated: ‘Drive over me if you like, My Leader! If I die today, I am satisfied 
enough to do so gladly!’ 
 
It was also reported that another Congolese, filled with pride, jumped the 
line of troops guarding King Baudoin at a public ceremony, removed the 
King’s ceremonial sword, and ran away with it into the crowd. 
 
But in the barracks of the Congolese army, the ‘Force Publique’, reality 
took a different turn altogether. The commander of the Force, Gen. Emile 
Janssens, felt obliged to make a speech to his assembled troops. He 
fatuously announced that the much-touted ‘independence’ would have no 
immediate effect on life in the Force Publique. The situation ‘après [after] 
l’’ndependence', he very kindly explained, was precisely the same as 
‘avant [before] l’independance’. Contrary to reports they had heard, 
Janssens told the troops, ‘no African officers were to be commissioned in 
the near future’. 
 
Thus this insensitive officer shattered, with a few sentences, all the 
dreams that the Congolese soldiers had woven in their minds about life in 
an independent Congo. Their increased pay, their officers’ pips, the cars, 
the bungalows they had dreamt about - all vanished with the general’s 
words. 
 
Within hours, the troops had mutinied. Units brought in to restore order 
joined the mutineers, attacked their white officers, and turned on the 
officers' families, raping some of the women. Gangs of armed, uniformed 
troops looted shops, and indiscriminately beat and terrorized Europeans in 
the streets. 
 
Léopoldville's European population fled en masse across the river to the 
relative safety of Brazzaville. The mutiny spread to the interior of the 
country and non-African inhabitants found themselves under siege. 
 
Belgium now faced the task of evacuating its nationals under fire. It flew 
commandos in from Europe and secured the country’s major airfields, 
while bringing in additional reinforcements by sea. Belgian forces in the 
Congo quickly swelled from an initial 3,800 to well over 10,000. To Prime 
Minister Lumumba and the Congolese army, this looked more like a 
colonialist coup than a rescue mission. Fire-fights broke out between 
Belgian units and Congolese soldiers, as Lumumba urged his people to 
resist all moves by the Belgian troops. Meanwhile, he appealed to 
independent African countries to send troops to help the Congolese army 
restore order, so that the Belgian troops could be expelled from the 
Congo. 
 
Ghana’s President, Dr Kwame Nkrumah was one of the first to respond to 
Lumumba’s appeal. 
 
The African group at the UN agreed with Nkrumah that Belgium was using 
the mutiny as an excuse to re-impose colonial rule on the Congo. So they 
asked the United Nations to order Belgium to withdraw its troops forthwith 
and replace them with UN troops. 
 
The UN procrastinated, as is usual with it. In the mean time, Lumumba 
asked Nkrumah directly for bilateral assistance. Within one week, Ghana 
was able to dispatch 1,193 troops to the Congo equipped with 156 military 
trucks and 160 tons of stores. 
 



The Ghanaian troops were mostly flown to the Congo by British Royal Air 
Force planes. (See W. Scott Thompson: Ghana’s Foreign Policy 1957-66 - 
Princeton University Press 1969). 
 
In addition, Ghana sent engineers, doctors and nurses, technicians and 
artisans of all types to the Congo, some of them flying in by Egyptian 
planes, while others went by Ghana Airways aircraft, piloted by Ghanaians. 
The Congolese could hardly believe their eyes: at independence, the 
Congo had only six or so university graduates and to see Africans piloting 
planes was mind-blowing to those who saw them. 
 
The Ghanaian troops in the Congo, on the other hand, did not always get a 
warm welcome from the Congolese, for a lot of their officers were white - 
three years after Ghana’s independence. Ghana’s chief of the defence 
staff was himself a British officer called General H. T. Alexander. He 
lacked the imagination - or confidence - to reconstitute the Ghanaian units 
that went to the Congo so that they would be officered by Ghanaians. 
 
The Congolese could not quite get their heads round the fact that if they 
were fighting against white Belgians, Ghana should come to their 
assistance with troops led by white officers. Belgian propaganda claimed 
that the white officers were Russian Communist. To them, all the whites 
they knew - Belgians - were racist devils, and they could not understand 
that in Ghana, whites took orders from a black government. Thus 
misunderstanding was costly to Ghana - in one incident at Port Francqui, 
Ghanaian troops came under a surprise attack by Congolese soldiers and 
over two score lost their lives. 
 
As a news editor at the Ghana Broadcasting Corporation, I was following all 
these events carefully and trying to understand what was going on in the 
Congo, so as to broadcast bulletins to the people of Ghana that would 
make them understand the situation. One day, in September 1960, Radio 
Ghana’s monitoring section came up with a news item that was utterly 
shocking: President Joseph Kasavubu had announced over Radio 
Leopoldville that he had dismissed the Prime Minister, Patrice Lumumba. 
Kasavubu said that he, as President, had used powers given to him under 
the Congolese constitution (the ‘Loi Fondamentale’) to dismiss Lumumba 
as Prime Minister. 
 
Very soon, we got another flash: in retaliation, Lumumba had also sacked 
Kasavubu. 
 
Lumumba took the precaution of immediately asking the Congolese Senate 
to give him a vote of confidence over what he had done. Despite a huge 
outlay of secret cash payments made by the Belgians and the Americans to 
influence the Congolese Parliamentarians to take Kasavubu‘s side, it was 
Lumumba’s dismissal of Kasavubu that the Senators endorsed. Later, the 
lower House of Parliament also supported Lumumba with a vote of 
confidence. 
 
Meanwhile, the newspapers of the world, unable to decipher Congolese 
constitutional matters and distinguish between who had acted legally and 
who had acted illegally, had a field day running this mocking headline: 
‘Kasavubu sacks Lumumba! Lumumba sacks Kasavubu!’ 
 
Lumumba made a very eloquent speech in asking the Congolese Parliament 
to dismiss Kasavubu. The speech was probably the last one he made in 
public that was fully recorded. Our monitoring station transcribed it for us 
and I ran the transcript of it almost in full in our news bulletins. 
 



Patrice Lumumba said: ‘It was we who made Kasavubu what he is. As you 
well know, he has no majority in this Parliament. He tried to form a 
government and failed. Yet, out of our desire for national unity, we 
generously offered him the highest office in the land - the presidency - 
instead of giving it to someone from our own side, the majority side.’ 
 
Lumumba continued: ‘We made that sacrifice in order that we could 
achieve the unity without which we cannot build our new nation in a 
stable atmosphere. And now he turns round to say that he has sacked, me, 
the leader of the majority! It was by my hand - this hand - that he was 
appointed President. It is an insult to our people, who voted us into this 
Parliament. How can a person who commands a minority of votes in this 
House sack the one who has the majority? It is not done anywhere that 
there is a parliamentary system. It cannot be done in Belgium! Why must it 
be allowed to be done here?’ 
 
The vote of confidence Lumumba got surprised Kasavubu, whose strategy 
for neutralising Lumumba was plotted from Brussels and Washington. The 
Belgians and the Americans were left with egg on their faces, for they had 
given money to Kasavubu to bribe many of the MPs! The MPs had taken the 
money, and yet voted against Kasavubu! The Americans and the Belgians 
were outraged. 
 
But with the full weight of the CIA now in support of Belgium’ objective of 
throwing out Lumumba, his was a lost cause. In the midst of the confusion 
following the mutual sackings, Sergeant (promoted Colonel) Joseph-Desire 
Mobutu, staged a coup d’etat on 14 September 1960 against both Kasavubu 
and Lumumba. Or so he claimed. (Mobutu, remember, had been a Belgian 
secret agent of long-standing but also doubled for the CIA. The Belgians 
then planted him in Lumumba's office as Lumumba’s army chief of staff, 
and though Lumumba made sure that he also appointed an army 
commander who was loyal to him, General Victor Lundula, this Lundula 
was barely literate and no match to the far more literate and ever-
scheming Mobutu. 
 
When Mobutu struck, his pretext was that he wanted to ‘bring peace’ to 
the country and save it from the ‘squabbling politicians’. This was classic 
coup-makers’ language. Time Magazine ran a hilarious account of Mobutu’s 
coup in its issue of 26 September 1960. 
(http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,897597,00.html) 
 
In his book, ‘The Assassination of Patrice Lumumba’, the Belgian writer, 
Ludo De Witte, gives us a detailed description of what was happening in 
Congo at the time. ‘Belgian military chiefs’, De Witte wrote, ‘made nightly 
visits to Mobutu and President Kasavubu to plot Lumumba's downfall.’ A 
Belgian officer, Colonel Louis Maliere, ‘spoke [to De Witte] of the millions 
of francs he brought over [from Belgium] for this purpose.’ The Belgian 
plot to kill Lumumba was nicknamed ‘Operation Barracuda’ and was run by 
the Belgian Minister for African Affairs, Count d'Aspremont Lynden, 
himself. 
 
As mentioned earlier, the CIA was also fully on board. This is how the 
informative magazine, US News and World Report, described one aspect of 
the CIA effort. The head of the CIA, Mr Allen Dulles, cabled the CIA station 
chief in Leopoldville that: 
 
‘In high quarters here, it is the clear-cut conclusion that if [Lumumba] 
continues to hold high office, the inevitable result will [be] disastrous 
consequences…for the interests of the free world generally. Consequently, 
we conclude that his removal must be an urgent and prime objective.’ 



 
A later report in the same paper was even more detailed: 
 
‘It was the height of the Cold War when Sidney Gottlieb arrived in Congo in 
September 1960. The CIA man was toting a vial of poison. His target: the 
toothbrush of Patrice Lumumba, Congo's charismatic first prime minister, 
who was also feared to be a rabid Communist. As it happened, Lumumba 
was toppled in a military coup just days before Gottlieb turned up with his 
poison. The plot was abandoned, the lethal potion dumped in the Congo 
River.’ 
 
When Lumumba finally was killed, in January 1961, no one was surprised 
when fingers started pointing at the CIA. A Senate investigation of CIA 
assassinations 14 years later found no proof that the agency was behind 
the hit, but suspicions linger. 
 
But all the evidence suggests that Belgium was the mastermind. According 
to ‘The Assassination of Lumumba’, Belgian operatives directed and 
carried out the murder, and even helped to dispose of the body. 
 
Belgium had finally got its chance to eliminate Lumumba after Mobutu’s 
troops arrested him in December 1960. Belgian officials engineered his 
transfer by air to the breakaway province of Katanga, which was under 
Belgian control. De Witte reveals a telegram from d'Aspremont Lynden, 
that Lumumba be sent to Katanga. Anyone who knew the place knew that 
was a death sentence. 
 
Does that mean the CIA didn't play a role? Declassified US cables from the 
year preceding the assassination show that Lumumba clearly scared the 
daylights out of the Eisenhower administration. When Lumumba arrived in 
Katanga, on 17 January, accompanied by several Belgians, he was bleeding 
from a severe beating. Later that evening, Lumumba was killed by a firing 
squad commanded by a Belgian officer. 
 
A week earlier, Lumumba had written to his wife, ‘I prefer to die with my 
head unbowed, my faith unshakable, and with profound trust in the 
destiny of my country.’ 
 
The next step was to destroy the evidence. Four days later, Belgian police 
commissioner Gerard Soete and his brother cut up the body with a hacksaw 
and dissolved it in sulphuric acid. In an interview on Belgian television, 
Soete displayed a bullet and two teeth he said were saved from Lumumba's 
body. 
 
A Belgian official who helped engineer Lumumba's transfer to Katanga told 
De Witte that he kept CIA station chief Lawrence Devlin fully informed of 
the plan. ‘The Americans were informed of the transfer because they 
actively discussed this thing for weeks,’ says De Witte. 
 
Final proof of the CIA’s hand in the murder is given by the fact that when 
the CIA officer in Elizabethville saw that Lumumba had been delivered 
safely into the hands of his Katangese enemies, he wrote to his 
counterpart in Leopoldville: 
 
‘Thanks for Patrice. If we had known he was coming, we would have baked 
a snake.’ 
 
Whatever the racist sentiments behind the message, its intent was clear: 
congratulations for bringing him to us to do as we please with. 
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The latest Minerals-Energy Complex attack on nature and society 
Patrick Bond 18 January 2011 
 
We’ve soiled South Africa’s beautiful natural nest for more than a century, 
but the world’s interest in how we trash our environment perked up last 
week for two reasons:  

•  First, the shocking announcement of acid mine drainage now arriving at 
the Cradle of Humankind northwest of Johannesburg thanks to the area’s 
pollution-intensive Minerals Energy Complex (so named by Durban 
economist Zav Rustomjee when he was director-general of the SA 
Department of Trade and Industry fifteen years ago); and  

•  Second, hot contestation of new United States government financing for 
Eskom’s proposed Kusile power plant, which will be the world’s third 
largest coal-fired facility, thus raising SA’s carbon emissions by nearly 10 
percent.  
 
Pretoria will invoke several myths in defense of coal, Kusile and the 
‘COP17’ – the November-December climate summit in Durban called the 
‘Conference of the Parties 17’ but which we’ve come to know as the 
Conference of Polluters.  
 
Keep a critical eye open so these strategies of government and big 
business don’t blind us: 

•  Greenwashing’ will be deployed to distract hometown attention from 
vast CO2 emissions attributable to South Durban’s oft-exploding oil 
refineries and petrochemical complex, Africa’s largest port, the 
hyperactive tourism promotion strategy (in lieu of any bottom-up economic 
development), unending sports stadia construction and silly new King 
Shaka airport, electricity going to Assore’s dangerous Assmang Cato Ridge 
ferromanganese smelter (the city’s largest power guzzler by far at more 
than a half-million megawatt hours per year), sprawly new suburban 
developments, and inefficient electricity consumption and transport 
because of state failure to provide adequate renewable energy and mass 
transit incentives; 

•  ‘Offsets’ for a tiny fraction of these emissions will again be fatuously 
marketed to an unsuspecting public, as during the World Cup, including 
mass planting of trees (though when they die the carbon is re-released) 
and municipal landfill methane capture – even though the increasingly-
corrupt offset industry and European carbon markets which market our 
emissions credits are now ridiculed across the world, and in economic 



terms are failing beyond the most pessimistic expectations; 

•  Whacky, unworkable ‘geo-engineering’ strategies are going to multiply, 
such as biomass planting to convert valuable food land into fodder for 
ethanol fuel, or mass dumping of iron filings in the ocean to create carbon-
sucking algae blooms, or ‘Carbon Capture and Sequestration/Storage’ 
schemes to pump power-plant CO2 underground but which tend to leak 
catastrophically and which require a third more coal to run, or the nuclear 
energy revival notwithstanding more Koeberg shutdowns; and 

•  South African world ‘climate leadership’ will be touted, even though 
Pretoria’s reactionary UN negotiating stance includes fronting for 
Washington’s much-condemned 2009 Copenhagen Accord, which even if 
implemented faithfully, by all accounts, will roast Africa with a projected 
temperature rise of 3.5°C. 
 
If Jacob Zuma’s government really cared about climate and about his 
relatives in rural KwaZulu-Natal villages who are amongst those most 
adversely affected by worsening droughts and floods, then it would not 
only halt Medupi and Kusile but also deny approval to the forty new coal 
mines that Eskom recently announced will soon be needed – in the process 
causing river and water table contamination, increased mercury residues 
and global warming 
 
There’s another reason that the power of the Minerals-Energy Complex 
continues unchecked, even as treasures like the Cradle – and Kruger Park’s 
surface water – are threatened by the mining industry: political bribery. In 
addition to supplying the world’s cheapest power to BHP Billiton and Anglo 
American Corporation by honoring dubious apartheid-era deals, Eskom’s 
coal-fired mega-plants will also provide tens of millions of rands to African 
National Congress party coffers through its Chancellor House relationships 
with the Japanese boiler-maker Hitachi.  
 
Other beneficiaries of Eskom’s estimated R6 billion trade finance package 
now being devised at Washington’s Export-Import Bank (site of an anti-
Eskom protest last Thursday) include two desperate multinational 
corporations whose political muscle armtwisted a US Congress already 
notorious for payoffs: Black & Veatch from Kansas and Bucyrus from 
Wisconsin.  
 
According to Bucyrus, R800 million in financing for its equipment is 
justifiable because of a Black Economic Empowerment partner in Gauteng 
and job creation for US steelworkers, even though this means that SA 
counterparts – especially a decades-old company, Rham (with BEE 
credentials), that will now fire scores of local workers – lose out in the 
competition.  
 
Most importantly, the poor will repay this finance at a time South Africa 
has become the world's most unequal large society. For Eskom to cover 
interest on the R250 billion+ Medupi and Kusile powerplants requires 
imposing a 127 percent electricity price increase on ordinary consumers 
from 2009-12. This is already causing a rise in power disconnections in poor 
households, and so service delivery protests continue.  
 
Instead of relying on paralysed politicians and lazy bureaucrats, for 
instance at next Thursday’s Durban hearings on the National Climate 
Change Response Green Paper hearings, civil society should unite to force 
adoption of genuine solutions: 



•  Major investments in Green Jobs would let metalworkers weld millions 
of solar-powered geysers, for example, thus allowing Eskom to switch off 
power to the guzzling aluminum smelters and to halt Medupi and Kusile 
construction without net job losses; 

•  New public transport subsidies should reconfigure apartheid-era urban 
design and pull us (willingly) from our single-occupant cars; 

•  A job-rich zero-waste strategy would recycle nearly everything and 
especially compost our organic waste so as to eliminate climate-
destructive methane emissions at the remaining landfills; 

•  More ambitious Air Quality Act regulations would label as ‘pollutants’ – 
and then phase out – carbon dioxide, methane and other greenhouse gases, 
as even the US Environmental Protection Agency can do now thanks to its 
Clean Air Act; 

•  Government planning and utility board decisions would halt willy-nilly 
suburbanisation and ungreen ‘development’; and 

•  Instead of North-South financing via destructive carbon markets and the 
World Bank, the collection of ‘climate debt’ from the industrial countries 
would permit strings-free, effective funds for adaptation. 
 
Through urgent consideration and adoption of genuine climate solutions 
like these, by the time the COP17 rolls around, the world could see in 
Durban a state and society committed to climate change.  
 
But since none of these will be adopted by the current ruling crew, instead 
we’ll see a mass democratic movement rise, aiming to do to the climate 
change threat what we did to apartheid and the deniers of AIDS medicines: 
defeat them at source, when respectively, white politicians and their 
international business buddies, and Mbekites and drug companies, had to 
stand back and respect a new dominant morality. 
 
(Patrick Bond’s book The Politics of Climate Justice, will be released mid-
year.) 

 
 
 
Dethroning King Coal in 2011, from West Virginia (January) to Durban 
(December) 
Patrick Bond 
 
South Africa’s crust was drill-pocked with abandon since Kimberley 
diamonds were found in 1867 and then Witwatersrand (Johannesburg) gold 
was unearthed in 1886. But the world’s interest in how we trash our 
environment perked up again last week for two reasons:  

•  The shocking revelation that acid mine drainage is now seeping into the 
Johannesburg region’s ‘Cradle of Humankind’, home of hominid fossils 
dating more than three million years, where our Australopithecus 
ancestors’ earliest bones are now threatened by the area’s pollution-
intensive mining industry; and  

•  Hot contestation of new United States financing for South Africa’s 
proposed Kusile power plant, which will be the world’s third largest coal-
fired facility.  



 
In parallel battles, though, the beheading of King Coal is underway in West 
Virginia, where nine days after the January 3 cancer death of heroic eco-
warrior Judy Bonds, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) overturned 
the Army Corps of Engineers’ prior approval of Spruce No. 1 mine, the 
world’s largest-ever ‘mountaintop removal’ operation. Coal companies 
have been blowing up the once-rolling now-stumbling Appalachians. In 
order to rip out a ton of fossil fuel, they dump 16 tons of rubble into the 
adjoining valleys.  
 
After an avalanche of pressure by mountain communities and 
environmentalists, the EPA ruled against the “unacceptable adverse effect 
on municipal water supplies, shellfish beds and fishery areas (including 
spawning and breeding areas), wildlife, or recreational areas.” According 
to leading US climatologist James Hansen, quoted in Bonds’ New York 
Times obituary last week, “There are many things we ought to do to deal 
with climate change, but stopping mountaintop-removal is the place to 
start. Coal contributes the most carbon dioxide of any energy source.” The 
EPA also took a stance in late December to belatedly begin regulating 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Through activism and legal strategies, US communities and the Sierra Club 
have prevented construction of 150 proposed coal-fired power plants over 
the last couple of years, a remarkable accomplishment (only a couple got 
through their net).  
 
But in South Africa, the fight is just beginning. The national government in 
Pretoria and municipal officials in seaside Durban will continue invoking 
several myths in defense of coal, Kusile and the ‘COP17’, the November 
28-December 9 climate summit officially called the ‘Conference of the 
Parties 17’ (but which should be renamed the Conference of Polluters). 
Here are some strategies of the SA state and big business meant to blind 
us: 

•  In Durban, aggressive ‘greenwashing’ will attempt to distract attention 
from vast CO2 emissions attributable to South Durban’s oft-exploding oil 
refineries and petrochemical complex, Africa’s largest port, the 
hyperactive tourism promotion strategy (in lieu of any bottom-up economic 
development), unending sports stadia construction and unnecessary new 
King Shaka international airport, electricity going to the very dangerous 
Assmang ferromanganese smelter (the city’s largest power guzzler by far 
at more than a half-million megawatt hours per year), sprawly new 
suburban developments, and inefficient electricity consumption and 
transport because of state failure to provide adequate renewable energy 
and mass transit incentives; 

•  ‘Offsets’ for a tiny fraction of Durban’s emissions will again be fatuously 
marketed to an unsuspecting public, as during the 2010 World Cup, 
including mass planting of trees (though when they die the carbon is re-
released) and municipal landfill methane capture – even though the 
increasingly-corrupt offset industry and European carbon markets which 
market our emissions credits are now ridiculed across the world, and in 
economic terms are failing beyond even the most pessimistic predictions; 

•  Whacky, unworkable ‘geo-engineering’ strategies are going to multiply, 
such as biomass planting to convert valuable food land into fodder for 
ethanol fuel, or mass dumping of iron filings in the ocean to create carbon-
sucking algae blooms, or ‘Carbon Capture and Sequestration/Storage’ 
schemes to pump power-plant CO2 underground but which tend to leak 



catastrophically and which require a third more coal to run, or the nuclear 
energy revival notwithstanding more shutdowns at the main plant, Koeberg 
(five years ago the industry minister, Alec Erwin, notoriously described as 
‘sabotage’ a minor Koeberg accident that cost the ruling party its control 
of Cape Town in the subsequent municipal election); and 

•  South African ‘global climate leadership’ will be touted, even though 
Pretoria’s reactionary United Nations negotiating stance includes fronting 
for Washington’s much-condemned 2009 Copenhagen Accord, which even if 
implemented faithfully, by all accounts, will roast Africa with a projected 
temperature rise of 3.5°C. 
 
As even the government’s new National Climate Change Response Green 
Paper admits, “Should multi-lateral international action not effectively 
limit the average global temperature increase to below at least 2°C above 
pre-industrial levels, the potential impacts on South Africa in the medium- 
to long-term are significant and potentially catastrophic.” The paper warns 
that under conservative assumptions, “after 2050, warming is projected to 
reach around 3-4°C along the coast, and 6-7°C in the interior” – which is, 
simply, non-survivable.  
 
If President Jacob Zuma’s government really cared about climate and 
about his relatives in rural KwaZulu-Natal villages who are amongst those 
most adversely affected by worsening droughts and floods, then it would 
not only halt the $21 billion worth of electricity generators being built by 
state power company Eskom: Medupi is under construction and Kusile will 
begin soon. Pretoria would also deny approval to the forty new mines 
allegedly needed to supply the plants with coal, for just as at the Cradle of 
Humankind and in West Virginia, these mines will cause permanent 
contamination of rivers and water tables, increased mercury residues and 
global warming. 
 
More evidence of the Witwatersrand’s degradation comes from tireless 
water campaigner Mariette Liefferink, who counts 270 tailings dams in a 
400 square kilometer mining zone. With gold nearly depleted, as Liefferink 
told a Joburg paper last week, uranium is an eco-social activist target: 
“Nowhere in the world do you see these mountains of uranium and people 
living in and among them. You have people living on hazardous toxic waste 
and of course some areas are also high in radioactivity.”  
 
The toxic tailings dams are typically unlined, unvegetated and unable to 
contain the mines’ prolific air, water and soil pollution. Other long-term 
anti-mining struggles continue in South African locales: against platinum in 
the Northwest and Limpopo provinces, against titanium on the Eastern 
Cape’s Wild Coast, and against coal in the area bordering Zimbabwe known 
as Mapungubwe where relics from a priceless ancient civilization will be 
destroyed unless mining is halted (as even the government agrees).  
 
There’s another reason that the power of what is termed the Minerals-
Energy Complex continues unchecked, even as treasures like the Cradle – 
and also the priceless Kruger Park’s surface water plus millions of people’s 
health – are threatened: political bribery. In addition to supplying the 
world’s cheapest power to BHP Billiton and Anglo American Corporation 
smelters by honoring dubious apartheid-era deals, Eskom’s coal-fired 
mega-plants will provide millions of dollars to African National Congress 
(ANC) party coffers through crony-capitalist relations with the Japanese 
firm Hitachi.  
 
Last year, Pretoria’s own ombudsman termed the role of then Eskom 
chairman and ANC Finance Committee member Valli Moosa ‘improper’ in 



cutting the Hitachi deal. As a result, even pro-corporate Business Day 
newspaper joined more than 60 local civil society groups and 80 others 
around the world in formally denouncing $3.75 billion World Bank loan to 
Eskom which were granted by neoconservative-neoliberal Bank president 
Robert Zoellick last April.  
 
Other beneficiaries of Washington’s upcoming trade finance package for 
Eskom include two desperate multinational corporations: Black & Veatch 
from Kansas and Bucyrus from Wisconsin. The latter showed its clout last 
October when in order to fund machinery exports to the huge Sasan coal-
fired plant in India with US Export-Import Bank subsidies, the Milwaukee 
firm yanked members of Congress so hard that they in turn compelled the 
Bank to reverse an earlier decision not to fund Sasan on climate grounds.  
 
But now, after the EPA’s slapdown of Spruce No. 1, Bucyrus must be really 
nervous. Forty years ago, John Prine wrote the haunting song ‘Paradise’ 
about the strip-mining of his Kentucky homeland, with this verse 
describing a creature known as ‘Big Hog’: 

•  Then the coal company came with the world’s largest shovel 
And they tortured the timber and stripped all the land 
Well, they dug for their coal till the land was forsaken 
Then they wrote it all down as the progress of man.  
 
Big Hog was a Bucyrus-Erie 3850-B dragline shovel. With West Virginia coal 
companies no longer buying these monsters, the company is fanatical 
about overseas sales. As a result, last Thursday, two dozen of us gathered 
by Friends of the Earth and Sierra found ourselves shouting slogans against 
Eskom and Bucyrus outside the Ex-Im Bank’s Washington headquarters.  
 
The Milwaukee corporation rebutted that Ex-Im financing was justifiable 
because of a Johannesburg Black Economic Empowerment (BEE) partner 
plus Wisconsin steelworkers jobs, even though this means that South 
African counterparts – especially a Joburg company, Rham, that will 
apparently fire scores of local employees – lose out. Bucyrus’s 2010 
contract to supply Eskom with coal mining equipment became a scandal 
subject to a parliamentary investigation last September. Given the 
Witwatersrand area’s historical world leadership in mining equipment, 
businesses there claim there’s no obvious reason why local firms cannot 
supply Eskom at much lower cost (one third of Bucyrus’ in that particular 
case).  
 
Most importantly, the poor will repay this finance at a time South Africa 
has become the world's most unequal society and unemployment is raging. 
For Eskom to cover interest bills on Medupi and Kusile loans requires a 127 
percent electricity price increase for ordinary consumers over four years. 
This has already raised power disconnection rates for poor households, and 
on Monday, Durban police made 25 arrests of shackdwellers for electricity 
theft.  
 
This multiple set of interlinked climate-energy-economic travesties can 
only be reversed by grassroots and labor activism. At the Durban COP 17, 
don’t expect a global deal that can save the planet, given prevailing 
adverse power relations. Instead of relying on paralyzed politicians and 
lazy bureaucrats, South Africa’s environmental, community, women’s, 
youth and labor voices will be demanding serious action to address the 
greatest crisis of our times: 

•  Major investments in Green Jobs would let metalworkers weld millions 



of solar-powered geysers, for example, thus allowing Eskom to switch off 
power to BHP Billiton’s aluminum smelters and to halt new powerplant 
construction without net job loss; 

•  New public transport subsidies should reconfigure apartheid-era urban 
design and pull us willingly from single-occupant cars; 

•  An employment-rich zero-waste strategy would recycle nearly 
everything and compost our organic waste so as to eliminate methane 
emissions at the remaining landfills; 

•  More direct-action protests against major emissions point sources – 
Eskom, Sasol (apartheid’s wicked coal-to-oil company), the Engen refinery 
in South Durban and the new Durban-Joburg oil mega-pipeline, for instance 
– should better link micro-environmental struggles over local air, water 
and land quality to climate change; 

•  More ambitious Air Quality Act regulations would label – and then phase 
out – carbon dioxide, methane and other greenhouse gas ‘pollutants’, as 
with the US Clean Air Act; 

•  Government planning and utility board decisions would halt willy-nilly 
suburbanisation and ungreen ‘development’; and 

•  Instead of North-South financing via destructive carbon markets, the 
demand for ‘climate debt’ would permit the flow of strings-free, non-
corrupt and effective adaptation funds. 
 
Through urgent adoption of genuine post-carbon strategies like these, by 
the time the COP17 rolls around, the world could see in Durban a state and 
society committed to reversing climate change.  
 
But get real. Since none of these will be considered much less 
implemented by the current ruling crew, instead we’ll see a mass 
democratic movement rise, aiming to do to the climate threat what we did 
to apartheid and the deniers of AIDS medicines: defeat them at source, 
when respectively, old white politicians and their international business 
buddies, and Thabo Mbeki and Big Pharma, had to stand back and respect 
a new morality, a new bottom-up power. 
 
(Durban-based academic Patrick Bond’s book The Politics of Climate 
Justice will be released later this year, and recent articles are posted at 
ccs.ukzn.ac.za/default.asp?4,80.) 
 
Siqeda ukuziqhayisa kwemboni yamalahle ngo2011, kusukela eWest 
Virginia (ngenyanga efile) kuze kube (uZibandlela) eThekwini  
NguPatrick Bond Yahunyushwa NguFaith ka-Manzi 
 
Umhlaba waseNingizimu Afrika ushiywe uyimigodigodi ekhamisile yase 
ishiywa kanjalo kusika phansi-nje kutholakala amadayimani ngonyaka 
ka1867 eKimerley kanye negolide eWitswatersrand (lapho osekuyiseGoli 
manje) ngo1886. Kodwa ukuba nendaba komhlaba ngendlela esiyicekela 
phansi ngayo imvelo yethu ike yaqhubeka futhi ngesonto elidlule ngenxa 
yezizathu ezimbili: 
 
• iqiniso elithusayo ukuthi ukuvuza kwezingqumbi zezimayini zesisisi i-acid 
sekuchithekela endaweni yaseGoli eyaziwa ‘Njengendawo lapho 
kwadabuka khona uluntu’ (Cradle of humankind), ikhaya lakhokho labantu 
kusukela eminyakeni eyizigidi ezintathu zeminyaka, lapho amathambo 



kakhokho uAustralopithecus asengcupheni yokunyamalala ngenxa 
yokungcoliswa komoya ubukhulu bemboni yokumba phansi; kanye  
 
• nokuphikiswa kakhulu kokutshalwa kwezimali eNingizimu Afrika yizwe 
laseMelika ukuze kwakhiwe indawo lapho kuzokhiqizwa khona amandla 
kagesi, okuyoba isakhiwo esikhulu ngekwesithathu emhlabeni wonke 
samandla kagesi aphehlwe ngamalahle.  
 
Kwenye impi ekubhekwenwe nayo, ukuqedwa kokumbiwa kwamalahle 
eWest Virginia, okwathi emva kwezinsuku eziyisishagalolunye emva 
kuka3Januwari kushone iqhawe lesishoshovu samalungelo ezemvelo 
ebulawa umdlavuza uJudy Bonds, iEnvironmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
yachitha isinqumo esasivumela iArmy Corps of Engineers ukuthi imbe futhi 
kuthuthwe iphezulu lentaba lapho kumbiwa khona amalahle. Izinkampani 
zamalahle kudala zaqala zicekela phansi izintaba ezinhle 
zaseAppalachians. Ukuze bambe ithani lamandla okubasa endalo, kufanele 
balahle amathani ayishumi nesithupha ezibi ezindaweni ezakhelene nabo.  
 
Emva kwengcindezi enkulu yimiphakathi eyakhelene nentaba kanye 
nezishoshovu zezemvelo, iEPA ithathe isinqumo lapho ichithe khona ukuthi 
“angeke ikwamukele ukungcoliswa kwamanzi kamasipala okunobungozi, 
imibhede yofishi izizinda zokudoba (ngisho nalapho ofishi bechamusela 
khona), izitshalo kanye nezilwane zasendle kanye nezindawo 
zokungcebeleka.’ Ngokusho kukangoti wesangoma sezulu waseMelika 
James Hansen, ebhala ngohamba kukaBonds emhlabeni kwiNew York Times 
kulamasonto edlule wathu, “Kunezinto eziningi ekufanele sibhekane 
mayelana nokushintsha kwesimo sezulu, kodwa ukumbiwa kokususwa 
komhlaba wentaba indawo esingaqala kuyona. Amalahle iwona adala isisisi 
esingcolisa kakhulu umoya lapho kwenziwa khona amandla kagesi.” IEPA 
yathatha igxathu sekuyophela inyanga kaDisemba nyakenye lapho noma 
isihanjelwe ukulawula ukukhiqizwa kwezisisiezingcolisa umoya. 
 
Ngokusukumela lesisimo kanye nezindlela zomthetho, imiphakathi 
yaseMelika kanye neqembu leSierra bavimbele ukwakhiwo kwezindawo 
eziyikhulu namashumi amahlanu zamandla kagesi enziwa ngokuphehlwa 
amalahle eminyakeni embalwa edlule, okungukunqoba okumangalisayo 
(zimbalwa izakhiwo ezagcina zenziwe).  
 
Kodwa eNingizimu Afrika, impi ima isaqala. Uhulumeni kazwelonke 
wasePitoli kanye neziphathimandla zikamasipala wedolobha elisechwebeni 
iTheku bayaqhubeka mokukhuluma imbued bevikela amalahle, iKusile 
kanye ne‘COP17’, ingqingquthela ezokuba kusukela zingu28Novemba kuze 
kube zingu9Disemba babize lengqungquthela phecelezi ngokuthi 
i‘Conference of the Parties 17’ okusho ukuthi iNgqungquthela 
yeziNhlangano ezingu17 (kodwa ekufanele ibizwe phecelezi ngokuthi 
iConference of Polluters okungukuthi iNgqungquthela Yabangcolisi 
bakaMoya). Nazi-ke izinye izindlela uhulumeni waseNingizimu Afrika kanye 
nongxiwankulu abafuna ukusixhopha ngakho: 
 
• eThekwini, ukukhuluma kakhulu ‘ngokunakekela imvelo’ kuyobe kuzama 
ukuthi inganakwa indaba yesisisi siphuma kakhulu seCO2 eNingizimu 
neTheku (SouthDurban) lapho kuhlale kubhamuka obhayela bamafutha 
esizindeni sawo,lapho kunechweba elikhulukazi eAfrika yonke, kanye 
nokugqugquzelwa ezokungcebeleka (njengendlela yokuthuthukisa 
ezomnotho kusukela phansi), ukungapheli kokwakhiwa kwenkundla 
yezemidlalo kanye nesiphumulo sezindiza esisha esingadingakali iNkosi 
Shaka, ugesi othekelelwa isincibilikisi esinengozi saseAssmang (okuyiyina 
mboni edla kakhulu amandla kagesi kulelidolobha ngamamegawatt 
ayingxenye yesigidi zamahora ngonyaka), ukwakhiwa ngokwenaba izindawo 
ezintsha zokuhlala abanemali, ukushoda kukagesi okwanele kanye 



nezokuthutha ngoba uhulumeni uyehluleka ukwenza amandla kagesi 
enziwa kabusha ngokwanele kanye nezindlela ezintsha zokuthutha abantu; 
 
• ‘ukulutha abantu’ ukuze isibalo esincane sesisisi esingcolisa umoya kube 
sengathi siyahlanzwa kuzokwenziwa emphakathini ongazelele, njengoba 
kwenziwa ngeNdebe yoMhlaba ka2010, njengokutshalwa kwezihlahla 
eziningi (okuthi masezifa ziphinde zikhiqize isisisi) nokuqhubeka kokugcina 
isisisi semethane emigodini yezibi – noma ngabe lemboni eluthayo kanye 
nezomboni zezisisi ezingcolisa umoya zasemazweni aseNyakatho 
ezimaketha ukukhiqizwa kwalesisisi zigxekwa umhlaba wonke, bese kuthi 
ngolimi lwezomnotho zibonakala zihluleka ukwenza ngisho encane inzuzo 
le; 
 
• zizoqala-ke izindlela eziningi ezingasebenzi, njengokutshalwa komanyolo 
ukwenza ukudla okudingekayo kube amandla okubasa, noma ukulahlwa 
kwezibi zensimbi olwandle ukuze isisisi seCO2 sizike ngobungozi phansi 
kolwandle kodwa futhi okuvele kuvuze ngokucekela phansi futhi okudinga 
ingxenye enkulu yamalahle ukuze kwenzeke, noma ukuvuselelwa 
lwamandla enuclear ngaphandle kokubheka ukuvalwa kwezinye izakhiwo 
embonini enkulu, iKoeberg (eminyakeni eyisihlanu edlule ungqongqoshe 
wezezimboni, uAlec Erwin, wachaza ngobudedengu ukuthi ukuhlaselwa 
ingozi eyenzeka eKoeberg eyaholela ekutheni iqembu elibusayo 
lilahlekelwe ubuholi bezombusazweni edolobheni laseKapa nangokhetho 
olwalandela lukamasipala); kanye 
 
• ‘iqembu labaholi bezesimo sezulu bomhlaba’ baseNingizimu Afrika 
bazoma ukunxenxa bantu, noma izingxoxo zePitoli neNhlangano yeZizwe 
engenamphumela ehlanganisa nokuxhasa 2009 Copenhagen Accord 
yaseWashington egxekwe kakhulu, okungathi noma yenziwa ngokuzimisele 
iyokwenyusa amazinga okushisa eAfrika ngobungozi obukhulu ngo3.5°C. 
 
Njengoba neGreen Paper yeNational Climate Change Response kahulumeni 
ivuma, “Umangase amazinga okushisa omhlaba ajwayelekile engase enyuke 
ngaphansana kuka 2°C ngaphezu kwezinga lezimboni, kunokwenzeka 
ukuthi umphumela ongaba khona eNingizimu Afrika ongadala umonakalo 
onobungozi obukhulu futhi ongathatha isikhathi eside ukubuye esimweni 
esijwayelekile.” Leliphepha lixwayisa ngokuqagelela ukulondolozwa 
kwezemvelo,” emva kuka5050, izinga lokushisa liyobe selifike ku3-4°C 
ikakhulukazi emadolobheni akhelene nolwandle, bese kuthi maphakathi 
nezwe kufike ku6-7°C” – akekho futhi ongaphilo kulesosimo.  
 
Umangabe uhulumeni kaMongameli Gedleyihlekisa Zuma enendaba ngesimo 
sezulu kanye nezihlobo zakhe ezihlala emaphandleni aKwaZulu-Natal 
okuyibona abahlaselwa kakhulu ukwanda kwesomiso kanye nozamcolo 
ngeke agcine-nje emisile uhlelo lokusetshenziswa kuka$21 billion wezibasi 
zamandla kagesi ezakhiwa imboni yezamandla kagesi kahuluumeni uEskom: 
njengeMedupi okumanje iyakhiwa kanye neKusile nayo elungiselelwa 
ukwakhiwa khona maduzane. IPitoli futhi liyonqaba futhi ukuvuma ukuthi 
ilona elivumlelile ukuthi kwenziwe izimayini ezingamashumi amane 
okuthiwa zidingakala ukuthi zikhiqizele lezizimboni ezakhiwayo zamnadla 
kagesi ngemalahle, njengoba kwenzeka Lapho Kwadabuka khona uluntu 
(Cradle of Humankind) kanye naseWest Virginia, lezizimayini zidala 
umonakalo ongapheli wokungcolisa imifula kanye nokushisa kakhulu 
kwezulu emhlabeni wonke. 
 
Ubufakazi obuningi bokucekelwa phansi kwendawo yaseWitwatersrand 
kuvela ocwaningweni olwenziwe isishoshovu samanzi uMariette Liefferink, 
kunensalela eningi yamachibi angu270 asale ngenkathi kumbiwa 
amadayimane negolide. Njengoba igolide seliphela ngaphansi komhlaba, 
njengoba noLiefferink ayetshela iphephandaba laseGoli emasontweni 



adlule, ukulwa nokumbiwa kweuranium ikhona-ke izishoshovi esezibhekena 
nakho: “Akukho ndawo emhlabeni ezintabeni lapho kumbiwa khona 
iuranium izakhamuzi zakhona zihlala eduze nayo. Uthola abantu behlezi 
ezibini ezinobungozi obukhulu ezidala izifo ezifana nomdlavuza.”  
 
Lamachibi angalawuleki, amanzi awo angeke akwazi uchela izitshalo 
ziphile futhi awakwazi ukusekela impilo yomoya, amanzi kanye nonhlabathi 
ecekelwe phansi ukungcoliswa izibi zesisisi. Ezinye izindlela zezishoshovu 
ezimelene nokumbiwa nezimboni zokumbiwa phansi imiphakathi 
yaseNingizimu Afrika: ukumbiwa kweplatinami eLimpopo kanye 
naseNorthWest, kanye nokumbiwa kwetitanium eMpumalanga Kapa eWild 
Coast, kanye nokumbiwa kwamalahle nasendaweni esemingceleni 
waseZimbabwe eyaziwa ngeMapungubwe lapho kunezinsalela zomlando 
bokhokho bakudala futhi ezingase zicekeleke phansi uma ukumbiwa 
kungamiswa (njengoba nohulumeni ekuvuma lokhu).  
 
Kukhona futhi idlanzana leqembu elibizwa ngokuthi iMinerals-Energy 
Complex eqhubeka ngaphandle kokuqashwa, njengoba indawo efana 
nokudabuka koluntu – kanye namanzi aseKruger Park kanye nezimpilo 
zezigidigidi zabantu – zisebungozini: ukusekelana nezombusazwe 
okunenkuhlakalo. Ngaphandle-ne kokuthekeleka amandla akagesi ngamanzi 
aphansi kakhulu emhlabeni wonke kwizincibilikisi zemboni yaseBHP Billiton 
kanye neAnglo American Corporation kuhlonishwa izinqumo 
ezinobungebengu ezenziwa ngesikhathi sobandlululo, izimayini zamalahle 
azophehlwa ngamalahle ezakhiwa nguEskom ziyofaka izigidigidi zamadola 
kwiqembu elibusayo lezombusazo uKhongolose (African National Congress 
ngenxa yobungani benkohlakalo nongxiwankulu benkampani yaseJapani 
iHitachi.  
 
Ngonyaka odlule, ababeqokwe iPitoli ukubhekelela umphakathi uma 
sekwenziwa izinqumo ezinobungozi bathi igalelo likasihlalo weEskom kanye 
nelunga leKomidi leZimali likaKhongolose uValli Moosa ‘alinabulungiswa’ 
ngokuhlela ukuhwebelana neHitachi Umphumela walokhu futhi kwenza 
iphephandaba elihlala liseka ongxiwankulu iBusiness Day ihlanganyele 
namaqembu emiphakathi angamashumi ayisithupha kanye nangamashumi 
ayisishagalombili omhlaba begxeka ukubolekwa kweEskom u$3.75 billion 
iWorld Bank eyagunyazwa ongxiwankulu abangontamolukhuni abaholwa 
ngomongameli weBhange uRobert Zoellick ngoApril wonyaka odlule.  
 
Abanye abazohlomula kulezimali zokuhweba eziqhamuka eWashington 
ezitshalwa kwaEskom zimbandakanya okopoletsheni ababili abadinga 
kakhulu imali: iBlack & Veatch yaseKansas kanye neBucyrus yaseWisconsin. 
IBucyrus yakhombisa amandla ayo ngonuaka odlule ngenyanga kaOktoba 
ukuze kuxhaswe imboni enkulu yomba amalahle iSasan yaseIndia ngezimali 
zamabhange aseMelika, lemboni yayalela amalunga asephalamende 
laseMelika ukuba angalinge amelane nabo okwenza ukuthi kuhlehliswe 
isinqumo esaseshayiwe sokuthi iBhange lingaxhasi iSasan ngesizathu sesimo 
sezulu. 
 
Kodwa manje emva kokugxekwa yiEPA, iBucyrus isinokutatazela. 
Eminyakeni engamashumi amane adlule, uJohn Prine wabhala iculo 
elinomunyu ‘iParadise’ ngokucekelwa phansi kokumbiwa lapho azalelwa 
khona eKentucky, ngalesisahlukwana esingenzansi uchaza ngesilwane 
asibiza ‘ngeNgulube eNkulu’: 
 
Yafika-ke imboni enkulu yamalahle nofosholo elikhulukazi emhlabeni 
Bahlukumeza imithi bashiya izwe linqunu 
Baqhubeka, nokumba amalahle izwe lagcina lomile 
Base bekuqopha phansi njengokuthuthuka komuntu.  
 



INgulube eNkulu kwakuyifosholo lempoqo iBucyrus-Erie 3850-B. Njengoba 
izimboni zamalahle zaseWest Virginia zingasawathengi lamafosholo, 
iBucyrus ifudulela lomkhiqizo ukuthi udayiselwe amazwe angaphandle. 
Ngenxa yalokho emasontweni ambalwa adlule, idlanzana lethu 
elalihlanganyelene neFriends of the Earth kanye neSierra sazithola 
simemeza iziqubulo ezimelene noEskom neBucyrus ngaphandle kwesakhiwo 
esiyikomkhulu leEx-Im Bank eWashington.  
 
Lemboni yaseMilwaukee yathi kungamanga ukuthi ukuxhaswa ngezimali 
iEx-Im kunesidingo ngoba nozakwabo walemboni oyiBlack Economic 
Empowerment (BEE) eGoli nemisebenzi eminingi yensimbi yaseWisconsin, 
lokhu kwakusho ozakwabo eNingizimu Afrika – ikakhulukazi inkampani 
yaseGoli, iRham, ezoxosha iningi labasebenzi – nayo ayihlomulanga. 
Izindaba zokuthi inkontileka yeBucyrus yango2010 iyona eyayizosabalalisa 
izinsimbi zokumbiwa kwamalahle kuEskom yavela njengehlazo okwenza 
ukuthi iphalamende yenzee uphenyo ngonyaka odlule ngoSeptemba. 
Njengoba phela kunengqophamlando ekubeni kwezimboni zokwakha 
izinsimbi zokumba ezimayini khona lapho eWiwatersrand, abahwebi bathi 
asikho esidingo esisobala esasingenza ukuthi izimboni zakuleli zingakwazi 
ukuthengisela uEskom lezizinsimbi (ngamanani aphansi kakhulu kunalawa 
afunwa yiBucyrus).  
 
Okubalulekile kakhulu, ukuthi abahlwempu ibona abayokhokhela 
lesisikweletu ngesikhathi lapho iNingizimu Afrika iba isizwe esinegebe 
elikhulu lokungalingani kanti futhi kubhoke indlala yemisebenzi. Ukuze 
uEskom ukwazi ukukhokhela inzalo edalwe izikweletu zokwakha iMedupi 
neKusile kudinga ukwenyuswa kwenani likagesi ngamaphesenti angu127 
kwizakhamizi iminyaka emine. Lokhu vele sekunyuse ukuvalelwa ugesi 
ezindlini zabahlwempu, futhi kulezizinsuku ezidlule, amaphoyisa 
aseThekwini abopha abahlali basemjondolo abangu25 ngokuntshontsha 
ugesi.  
 
Lamahlazo amaningi kangaka ambandakanya nokushintsha kwesimo sezulu 
angalungiswa ngubushoshovu babasebenzi kanye nezinhlaka zezinhlangano 
ezizinze emiphakathini. Kwi COP 17 eThekwini, akungalindelwa uhlelo 
lomhlaba olungawuhlenga, ngenxa yobungani obunenkohlakalo kulabo 
abasemandleni. Esikhundleni sokuthembela kwabezombusazwe 
abakhubazekile kanye neziphathimandla ezingamavila, amazwi ezinhlaka 
zemiphakathi ezishoshovu zemvelo, zabesifazane, abasha kanye 
nabasebenzi afune ngodli dlakalasi icebo lokubhekana nalesisimo 
esiphuthumayo kakhulu esibhekene nesizukulwane sethu: 
 
• Ukutshalwa kakhulu kwezimali emisebenzini evikela imvelo (Green Jobs) 
ingenza abasebenzi bensimbi bakhe izigidigidi zezimbawula zamandla 
kagesi aqhamuka elangeni (solar-powered geysers),ngokwesiboneli-nje, 
ngabe benzela ukuthi uEskom avale amandla kagesi kwizincibilikisi 
zealuminiyami zaseBHP Billiton futhi bese kumiswa ukwakhiwa kwezizinda 
zamandla kagesi ngaphandle kokuba abantu balahlekelwe imisebenzi; 
 
Izindlela ezintsha zokuthutha ezixhaswe ngezimali zingaphindisela emuva 
indlela embi ekwakwakhiwe ngayo izindlela zokuthutha ngesikhathi 
sobandlululo futhi lokho kusenze sonke sikujabulele ukuthuthwa izinqola 
zompahakathi; 
 
• Ukuqashwa kwabantu lapho izibi zingasetshenziswa kabusha bese kuthi 
izinto ezibolayo zenziwe umannyolo ukuze kuqedwe ukukhiqizwa kwesisisi 
semethane emigodini esasele yezibi; 
 
• Kufanele imibhikilisho ebhekene ngqo nezizinda lapho kukhiqizwa khona 
izisisi ezingcolisa umoya – njengeEskom, iSasol (imboni yangesikhathi 



sobandlululo eyashintsha ekukhiqizeni amalahle yakhiqiza amafutha), 
izincebilikisi zezimbawula zakwaEngen eNingizimu neTheku kanye nepayipi 
elikhulu lwamafutha elisuka eThekwini liya eGoli, kufanele kuhlanganyele 
izinhlaka zemiphakathi ezilwela ezemvelo njengamanzi, umoya kanye 
nezwe elisesimweni esihle ukuze kubhekwane nesimo solushintsha 
kwezulu; 
 
• Imigomo enentuthuko yokulawula umoya ohlanzekile (Air Quality Act) 
ingashikashikeka ilwa nokuqeda izisisi ezingcolise umoya iCO2, imethane 
kanye nezinye ‘njengezingcolis umoya’, njengomgomo olawula eMelika iUS 
Clean Air Act; 
 
• Imizimba kahulumeni ethatha izinqumo bayovimba ukwakhiwa 
kwezindawo zokuhlala kanye nezinye izizinda ezaziwa ‘njengezentuthuko’ 
kodwa zibe zingcolisa ezemvelo; futhi 
 
• Esikhundleni sokuthi amazwe aseNyakatho naseNingizimu axhase 
ngezimali ngezindlela ezicekele phansi zezimakethe zezisisi, ukufunwa 
‘kwesikeletu sokushintsha kwesimo sezulu’ avumele ukuxhasa ngezimali 
ezingenamibandela, ezingenankohlakalo futhi ezingesetshenziselwa noma 
yini eyenza umehluko. 
 
Uma ngase kuthathwe izinyathelo ezinjalo ezidingeka ngokushesha, 
kungathi kufika isikhathi seCOP17, umhlaba ubone iTheku njengohulumeni 
kanye nomphakathi ozinikele ukulwa nokushintsha kwesimo sezulu.  
 
Kodwa-ke siyalazi iqiniso. Njengoba lezizinyathelo zingeke zicatshangwe 
ngaphandle-nje ukuthi zingenziwa yizikhulu eziphethe njengamanje, 
esikhundleni salokho sizobona izinhlaka zonke zemiphakathi zomzabalazo 
zivuka umbhejazane, zizimisele ukwenza lokho kulaba abafuna ukusicekela 
phansi ngokwenza umonakalo wokushintsha kwesimo sezulu njengoba 
senza kontamolukhuni bobandlululo kanye nababengafuni ukusinika 
imisganguzo yengculazi: ukubaguqisa phansi lapho emsukeni wodaba, lapho 
abezombusazwe izaguga ezimhlophe kanye nabangani babo bamazwe 
aphesheya, noThabo Mbeki nezimboni ezinkulu zemishanguzo, kofanele 
bame babukele, bahloniphe isikhathi lapho sekufika isizukulwane esisha 
esinonembeza esikhathelele uwonkewonke. 
 
(uPatrick Bond uSolwazi waseThekwini obhale incwadi iThe Politics of 
Climate Justice ezoqala ukutholakala ngokuphela kwalonyaka 
ungavakashela kulewebsite ukufunda eminye imisebenzi yakhe 
(http://ccs.ukzn.ac.za/default.asp?4,80.) 

 

Tragedy in Arizona 

 
 

 
 

Alan Jones, Socialist Alternative (CWI USA) 17 January 2010 
 
The attack of Gabrielle Giffords and the killing of six other people is a 
warning to working people about the serious political danger involved in 
the rise of the extreme right wing. 
 
Commenting on Jared Loughner’s assassination attempt against 
Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords on January 8th, when he seriously 
injured her, killed six others and injured another 13 people, Andrew 
Sullivan, a conservative blogger wrote: "There is no way to understand the 
politics of this without Palin. She has long been the leader of the 
movement that drapes itself in military garb, that marinates in violent 



rhetoric, that worships gun culture, that has particular ferocity in the 
state of Arizona, and that never ever apologizes for anything." (Guardian 
11 January 2011)  
 
Since January 2009, when Obama took the oath of office, there have been 
(excluding the attack against Giffords) at least seven separate cases of 
political murder and dozens of attacks by unhinged right-wing elements. 
The reason why there have been so many killing sprees can be attributed 
to the deep economic crisis, as well as the rise of extremist right wing 
rhetoric, in the mass media. It is important to note that during the recent 
midterm elections, sections of the Tea Party movement and at least one 
Republican senatorial candidate were calling publicly for a “Second 
Amendment solution” to the political issues – i.e. the use of firearms.  
 
It should also be noted that the killing spree took place in Arizona, site of 
the extreme right-wing “deport them all” immigration bill of SB 1070. This 
law would target not only immigrants but also those who looked 
“suspicious” of being undocumented. This contributed to the atmosphere 
of racism and tension in this state.  
 
In a period of unprecedented economic crisis and mass unemployment, 
right wing demagogues like Sarah Pallin, Glenn Beck, Bill O’Reilly and 
Michael Savage among many others, have used Rupert Murdock’s Fox News 
and the vast right wing network of corporate-funded radio programs and 
blogs to target immigrants, homosexuals, socialists, public sector workers, 
unions and progressive activists. The election of Bill Clinton in 1992 was 
also followed by a vicious upsurge of political tensions and polarization 
from the right wing that culminated in the Oklahoma City federal building 
bombing in 1995 with hundreds of deaths of innocent workers including 
children.  
 
The Assassin  
The New York Times and Fox News both reported that the 22-year old 
Loughner may have links to a white supremacist website (“Suspect’s Odd 
Behavior Caused Growing Alarm,” NYT, January 10, 2011). Other evidence 
also point to connections between Loughner and extreme right wing 
influences, including references to “treasonous” laws by the government, 
currencies not backed by gold, the “second” US Constitution, government 
mind control, etc. (NYT, January 10, 2011)  
 
It is true that many of Loughner’s ideas are delusional and deranged, more 
laced with conspiracy theories than overtly political. But that is not the 
whole story. Crucial to understanding these events is the political climate. 
Giffords, a Jewish, conservative Democratic congresswoman, had just won 
a close election against a right-wing Tea Party extremist candidate.  
 
According to the New York Times, there had been threats of violence, 
including the smashing of the plate glass window of her Tucson office last 
March, because Giffords supported Obama’s health care bill, and opposed 
Arizona’s racist anti-immigrant profiling law. Due to the threats of 
violence, Giffords herself had said that she was armed and would defend 
herself if attacked.  
 
At his first press conference, the sheriff of Pima County Clarence Dupnik 
spoke openly of the “the vitriol and rhetoric that we hear day in and day 
out from the people in the radio business and some people in the TV 
business,” which he said was related to the attack. Referring to racist 
measures against immigrants, he said that the state of Arizona has 
“become the Mecca for prejudice and bigotry.” The sheriff was referring 
to the anti-immigrant hysteria and the activities of armed vigilantes along 



the border with Mexico in Arizona. The response to the Dupnik’s comments 
about the circumstances that led to the massacre in Tucson was the state’s 
right wing media to brazenly denounce him and call for his resignation!  
 
Response by the Media and the Democrats  
The New York Times commented that while it would be “a mistake” to 
attribute this Loughner’s actions to Republicans or the Tea Party members, 
“it is legitimate to hold Republicans and particularly their most virulent 
supporters in the media responsible for the gale of anger that has 
produced the vast majority of these threats, setting the nation on edge.”  
 
Commenting on the massacre, Rupert Murdoch’s Wall Street Journal wrote 
in an editorial that Loughner was “mentally disturbed,” “confused” and he 
targeted Giffords simply because she was “prominent.” Incredibly, another 
part of Murdoch’s media empire, the right wing Fox News which has been 
at the forefront of inciting demagogic, hateful and inflammatory rhetoric, 
denied any responsibility for the massacre. Fox News even demanded that 
Obama denounce those who want to blame anyone other than Loughner for 
the violence, as if Loughner he had acted in a vacuum.  
 
In their editorial the New York Times (January 9, 2011) wrote that 
Loughner “is very much a part of a widespread squall of fear, anger and 
intolerance that has produced violent threats against scores of politicians 
and infected the political mainstream with violent imagery.”  
 
This “squall of fear” has given rise to a populist right-wing phenomenon 
within the Republican Party, as was shown in the gains they made in the 
last midterm elections on the basis of demagogic attacks.. The right-wing 
propaganda by Fox News, the Tea Party, candidates like Michele Bachman 
and Sarah Palin against immigrants and unions became necessary as the 
ruling class looked to deflect blame for the crisis, create scapegoats and 
try to forestall united struggles of the working class.  
 
While Obama and the Democrats call for unity and make appeals against 
violence, they are sending drones to kill civilians in Afghanistan and 
Pakistan. We are called on to salute the “bravery” of all politicians; 
meanwhile, they slash education and child care for our children and 
oversee a system that offers little hope for a decent future for people or 
the environment. Corporate domination and their political puppets are all 
to blame for a sick culture that creates isolation, alienation, violence and 
fear. The media fills the airwaves with stories about why to be afraid of 
your neighbors while Glenn Beck says repeatedly that “the Republic is 
hanging by a thread.”  
 
Far-Right Threat  
According to the FBI, there was a 300% increase in threats against 
members of Congress in 2010, and over a 1,000 death threats a month 
against President Obama. In 2009, the Department of Homeland Security 
warned that “right-wing extremism” was increasing because of the 
economic downturn, the election of the first African American president, 
and pointed to the recruitment of returning vets into right-wing extremist 
organizations.  
 
The bigoted, hysterical anti-Muslim attacks are now in the mainstream 
media and the Republican establishment as could be seen just before 
September 11 last year when there were several instances of arson, 
bombings and vandalism against mosques in Tennessee, Texas and Florida 
as well as the stabbing of a Muslim cabdriver in New York City.  
 
The same could be said about the hysterical attacks against LGBT people 



from the rightwing mass media linking homosexuality with pedophilia, and 
even calling for the execution of gays by a series of far-right organizations, 
like the Traditional Values Coalition and the Family Research Council, that 
are all at the moment trying to enter the mainstream of the Republican 
party.  
 
Hate crimes against Latinos increased 53% from 2003 to 2009 as right-wing 
demagogues like Lou Dobbs and Bill O’Reilly lied about the “illegal alien 
crime wave” and conspiracy theories about plans from Mexico to take over 
parts of the US. These ideas did not remain on the realm of rhetoric alone, 
but white supremacists and right wing militias like the Minuteman Project 
and the so-called Patriot groups started actively taking part in attacks 
against immigrants and their supporters across the country.  
 
A Warning to Workers  
The attack and serious injury of Gabrielle Giffords and the killing of six 
other people in Tucson was not a random event. It is a warning to working 
people about the serious political danger involved in the rise of the 
extreme right wing and the need to challenge their racist, militarist and 
anti-worker propaganda.  
 
Because of the massive disappointment with the policies of the Democrats, 
there is a serious danger that the pro-corporate, well-organized, well-
funded by billionaires, Tea Party will continue to build its forces across the 
country. Although the far right will initially become undermined by this 
event, they will become a battering ram against the interests of working 
class people who have suffered the most from the economic crisis.  
 
The Democrats and the liberal left have shown that they are incapable of 
solving the problems like mass unemployment and cuts in services which 
are fueling the “squall of anger.” Furthermore, the Democrats are 
incapable of taking on the Tea Party by exposing its corporate backing 
because they are also funded by the same corporate system.  
 
Serious workers and young people recognize the danger that the rise of the 
Tea Party represents and the need to confront its ideas. The Democrats 
cannot do it. It is urgent to call on unions, immigrant workers 
organizations, antiwar groups and anti-cuts coalitions, and socialists to 
organize rallies and demonstrations against the Tea Party, exposing their 
true backers and their racist and militaristic, pro-corporate propaganda.  
 
This should go hand in hand with serious mass campaigns to oppose the 
avalanche of budget cuts in education, health care and services coming on 
the state and city level. We need to prepare to run independent left 
candidates to put forward an independent working class, fighting program 
of good jobs, full benefits and an end to wars and racist scapegoating. In 
this way, we can start to deal with the real source of the enormous social 
discontent that is increasing in the US because of the devastation in the 
lives of tens of millions of ordinary people as a result of the crisis of 
capitalism.  
www.socialistworld.net 

 

Sudan and oil politics: A nation split by oil 

 
 

 
Nnimmo Bassey First Published in Pambazuka 15 January 2010 
 
With the Sudanese referendum this week, Nnimmo Bassey looks back at 



 Nigeria's civil war in 1967, what is at stake for South Sudan and the role of 
oil in the region. 
 
As Sudanese vote this week on staying as one nation or becoming two, my 
mind goes back to when civil war broke out in Nigeria in 1967. I recall that 
when Biafra was announced, I leapt in celebration at the novelty of 
suddenly being a citizen of a new country under a new flag and with a 
bearded man at the head of state. What my young mind could not fathom, 
and did not question, were the reasons for the emergence of the new 
nation. What were the announced reasons and what were the unspoken 
ones? 
 
Before we could settle to savour the change expected from the split, 
things took a different turn. The war drums sounded, and bullets began to 
fly. Streams of refugees flooded through our village and soon enough, we 
were on the move. I still recall seeing starving kids, rotting corpses by the 
roadside, and I can hear the screams of young ladies who were captured 
and forcibly married by rampaging troops. 
 
We see the great mobilisations by the peoples of Southern Sudan for a split 
and when the result of the referendum is announced, we can bet that the 
result is like a dream long foretold. 
 
There are many reasons why the South should be eager to drift away. 
Indices of development from the country are severely skewed against the 
region. Reports have it that over 80 per cent of the inhabitants of Southern 
Sudan have no sanitation facilities. 
 
While almost 70 per cent of the people living in Khartoum, River Nile, and 
Gezira states have access to pipe borne water, the people in the south 
depend on boreholes and rudimentary water wells. They and those in the 
Darfur area depend largely on food aid for survival on account of the 
dislocation of the agricultural sector by entrenched violent conflict. 
 
Certainly, all will agree that oil is a major factor in the political fortunes 
of Nigeria. We may squabble and bicker under the cover of ethnic or 
regional differences, but beneath the surface, the struggle is over who 
controls the massive oil and gas resources and revenues of the land. The 
struggle for power at the centre was set the moment a unitary system of 
government was decreed in 1966 and has since coloured the sort of federal 
system that the nation runs on. 
 
Oil is a principal factor in the current political situation in Sudan. 
Exploration activities started in the 1960s by AGIP, the Italian oil company, 
which found natural gas in the Red Sea. The American oil giant, Chevron, 
followed suit but never revealed what they found, according to reports. 
 
Like Nigeria, like Sudan 
 
As time went on, a number of Chinese and Asian companies jumped in and 
finally oil was produced from the Muglad Oil Basin, Blocks 2 and 4. Sudan is 
divided into 17 oil concession blocks with SUDAPET, the government owned 
company, working in joint partnership with the various Asian and European 
oil companies. 
 
As aptly captured by a Sudanese academic in a recent Oilwatch Africa 
meeting, "Sudanese oil has been developed against the background of war, 
international sanctions, and political isolation. It has been developed at a 
time of imposing demand by emerging economies like India and China and 
a time of unprecedented soaring prices of both food and oil and the 



controversial use of agricultural crops as a source of bio-energy." 
 
Quite like Nigeria, oil produces over 75 per cent of the foreign exchange 
earnings of Sudan. Other production sectors have equally been almost 
completely neglected. Before oil, over 50 per cent of Sudan's revenues 
came from the agriculture sector, contributed 95 per cent of the export 
earnings, and employed a high percentage of the total labour force in the 
country. 
 
With oil as a major economic factor, and seeing that the bulk comes from 
the South, developments nevertheless eluded the region. An example can 
be seen in the first refinery which was sited about 70 Km north of 
Khartoum. Crude export pipelines runs northward and amount to about 
5326 km in length. 
 
The reality is that with the available infrastructure, the South cannot 
export its oil except through the North. In addition, as the date of possible 
separation drew nearer, new oil blocks that transverse northern and 
southern areas were being allocated. 
 
Oil companies operating in Sudan are exempted from paying taxes. The 
contracts were mostly negotiated when the price of an oil barrel of oil was 
less than 20 US dollars. Surely, the companies operating here could not 
hope for a better space for reckless exploitation and incredibly high profit 
margins. Added to this is the fact that the regulatory regime is largely non-
existent and even the conduct of environmental impact assessments are 
selective. 
 
With Sudan having about five billion barrels of oil in reserves and currently 
exporting billions of dollars worth of oil per year, it must be painful for 
Khartoum to let the oil rich South go. About 80 per cent of Sudan's oil 
exports come from the southern states. Only 50 per cent of revenue 
accruing from oil goes to the South, a factor that undoubtedly stokes the 
embers of discontent in the area. 
 
As the peoples of Sudan vote for the emergence of a new Southern nation, 
dreams of the desperately poor and those traumatised by war and cruelties 
will run high. Children who never experienced peaceful environments will 
be marvelling at great possibilities. Oil has certainly greased the engines of 
exploitation, oppression and war in Sudan. It is oiling the machines of 
separation today. What will it lubricate next? 
 
These are questions we must mull over, but a bigger question is over the 
implication of continued fragmentation for Africa as a whole. At a time 
when the continent should be coming together and erasing the arbitrary 
boundary lines drawn by colonialist adventurers, we continue to fragment. 
Certainly, this cannot be the only way to overcome poor and parasitic 
governance. 
www.pambazuka.org 
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Revolt in the Maghreb 

 
 

 
 

 
Solidarity with the Algerian and Tunisian masses! 
Cedric Gerome, CWI 12 january 2011 
 
With the new year having hardly begun, an important wave of revolt is 
hitting North Africa. While in Tunisia, an unprecedented period of protest 
is shaking the Ben Ali dictatorship, for over a week, Algeria has been also 
overcome by a series of popular “riots”. These have involved, until now, 
most notably young people, in a country where the population below 30 
years old represents 75% of the total. This massive unrest reveals to the 
eyes of the world the depth of the despair and rage of this ‘no future’ 
generation, sharpened by the effects of the international crisis of 
capitalism.  
 
This wave of riots, which started in the western suburbs of Algiers, rapidly 
swept to other cities such as Oran, Blida, Bouira, Tizi Ouzou, Dejlfa, 
Ouargla, Constantine and many other parts of the country. Most of these 
places have not experienced riots of this scale for over two decades. Even 
governmental figures, if they are worth anything, are forced to recognise 
that about 24 wilayas (regions) have been hit by the movement - in other 
words, half the country.  
 
Day and night, groups of youths have engaged in violent clashes with the 
police, blocked roads with burning tyres or tree trunks, and in some cases 
attacking public buildings and everything that symbolises the authority of 
the state and the wealth of the rich. Even if riots in Algeria are far from a 
new phenomenon, their present scale, as well as their rapid geographical 
extension, giving them a national character, could be a signal of explosions 
of greater proportions in the near future.  
 
In the past, the regime had been able to contain such explosions of anger 
as isolated incidents. Now, it seems that a new breach has been opened, 
and many working class people have been looking towards the youth with 
sympathy and inspiration, though not always approving of their methods of 
action, especially when acts of looting or destruction have been involved. 
Some reports state that in some areas, inhabitants have been organising in 
order to discourage young people from some counter-productive acts of 
vandalism.  
 
A ‘pre-1988’ climate  
But these acts, carried out by a minority, cannot eclipse the overall 



significance of these riots. The human rights website, “Algeria Watch”, 
commented that: “Very few Algerians are against the mobilisation of young 
people; in street conversations, most of them find it legitimate, in a 
country where other ways out are blocked, and the ordinary means of 
expression are absent. The parallels with the events of October 1988 are 
commonly pointed out amongst the oldest ones.” That year, the huge 
social crisis facing the country led to a series of riots, walk outs and 
strikes, which ultimately led to the downfall of the monolithic one-party 
rule of the FLN. Bloody repression by the army left several hundreds 
people dead, and the lack of an independent workers’ left political force 
to drive the revolt forward was exploited in the aftermath by reactionary 
Islamist forces, which plunged the country into a terrible civil war for a 
decade.  
 
As neighbouring Tunisia illustrates, the iron grip of a repressive regime and 
the lack of basic democratic rights, which have contained opposition and 
frustration for so long, means that once such energy has been released, it 
can go much further and take an extremely explosive turn. Commenting on 
the prospects of such a movement, Mohamed Zitout, a former Algerian 
diplomat, told Al Jazeera: “It is a revolt, and probably a revolution, of an 
oppressed people who have, for 50 years, been waiting for housing, 
employment, and a proper and decent life in a very rich country.” If it is 
not yet a revolution, the possibility of the present movement taking on 
revolutionary dimensions is clearly present, in a country where the 
traditions of resistance of the oppressed are ancestral. The attitude of the 
working class, which has not yet entered the scene as such, will be 
decisive in determining the development of these protests.  
 
Accumulated anger has been bursting out simultaneously in many areas, 
shared and assisted by internet facilities such as facebook, youtube or 
twitter, cutting across the attempts by the State media to cover up the 
scale of what is happening. Like in Tunisia, the violent repression deployed 
by the regime as a response (in Tunisia, around 20 people have been 
reported shot dead during demonstrations, while in Algeria, at least 5 
people have been killed) has only helped to inflame people’s anger even 
more. Unsurprisingly, the ongoing violent repression and killing of 
demonstrators has benefited from the silence and complicity of Western 
‘democratic’ governments, who, at best, have limited themselves to 
expressing their ‘concern’.  
 
300 people from Tunisian and Algerian backgrounds gathered on Sunday 
afternoon in Marseille to demand an end to repression in the Maghreb. The 
CWI is asking for the immediate release of all people arrested because of 
their involvement in protests in Tunisia and Algeria, and is encouraging 
similar actions wherever possible.  
 
Not just a food riot  
This tsunami of riots does not come like thunder from a calm sky. Already 
for months, a revolt has been brewing in Algeria. According to the daily 
newspaper, Liberté, an average of almost 9,000 riots and ‘troubles’ each 
month took place in 2010 alone. For months, workers at companies in 
Algeria went on strike one after another. In March of last year, we wrote: 
“Strike after strike, protest after protest, are transforming the country 
into a social cauldron ready to explode at any time.” This is increasingly 
being confirmed by the recent events. The straw that broke the camel’s 
back was the recent dramatic rise in food prices, which have risen by 
between 20 and 30% since the beginning of the month. This is particularly 
the case for oil, flour and especially sugar, the price of which has 
increased by 80% in the last three months alone.  
 



Wage increases achieved in the public sector, after years of struggle and 
strikes remain derisory. And as these increases have not even been 
implemented everywhere, they are already eaten up by soaring prices. In 
the private sector, the situation is even worse. To go shopping and feed 
one’s family has become a daily challenge; for the increasing number of 
people with no job, it is an impossible task. The insecurity of life and 
rampaging misery have convinced most Algerian people that the public 
measures of price controls are absolutely useless, and give total freedom 
to speculators and monopolies to increase relentlessly their profit margins 
on the backs of the poorest, including small shop keepers and market and 
street vendors. In the streets of the working class neighbourhood of Bab El-
Oued in Algiers, which has become a symbolic bastion of the protests, 
people kept repeating, “50% wage increase for the cops! And what about 
us?” Indeed, the only sector which has benefited recently from a 
significant wage increase has been the police, in a conscious attempt by 
the State to increase the reliability of its armed forces amid growing 
prospects of social disturbances.  
 
Fearing losing control over the situation, an urgent meeting of ministers 
last weekend agreed a number of measures to reduce the price of sugar 
and cooking oil. But this will hardly be enough to appease the situation, 
even less the huge hatred against the regime. Indeed, even if the rising 
cost of living has become a critical concern and one of the decisive triggers 
of the recent revolt, the reasons for the anger are much more profound. 
What the youth are expressing in the streets is part of a general 
discontent. “Expensive life, no decent housing, unemployment, drugs, 
marginalisation”. That’s how the inhabitants of Oran, the second biggest 
Algerian city, are summing up the reasons of their protests.  
 
There as elsewhere, this cocktail of factors, framed by a police state 
which muzzles any serious opposition, and protects the clique of rich 
corrupt gangsters in power, constitutes the background of recent events. 
Social inequalities between the poor and the ruling elite have grown in 
proportions not seen since independence. While Algerian GDP has tripled in 
the last ten years, the gigantic revenues from oil, responsible for most of 
this growth, have only served to fill the pockets and bank accounts of a 
tiny minority, close to the ruling clan, while the majority of people 
increasingly suffer from under-nutrition, or even famine. The increasing 
cases of money laundering and corruption affecting all sectors and at all 
levels of decision-making, have contributed to highlight the continuous 
hijacking of the country’s wealth for the benefit and luxurious life of a 
few.  
 
Reported by the newspaper, El Watan, a young demonstrator marvellously 
summed up the situation: “Nothing will hold us back this time. Life has 
become too expensive and famine is threatening our families, while 
apparatchiks are diverting billions and are getting rich at our expense. We 
do not want this dog’s life anymore. We demand our share in the wealth of 
this country.”  
 
Youth in despair  
In 2001, young Algerian protestors facing live ammunition shouted to the 
police: “You can not kill us, we are already dead”. The same “nothing to 
lose” spirit is fuelling the present rebellion of the youth. Indeed, no 
perspective is on the offer for a generation that is particularly hardly hit 
by huge levels of unemployment, and reduced to day-to-day survival 
activities. Officially, unemployment affects 21.3% of young people 
between 16 and 24; the reality is probably even worse, as all the statistics 
are completely falsified by the authorities, with some even estimating that 
60% of the active population below 30 are without work. Even a large 



proportion of graduated young people are filling the ranks of the 
unemployed once their studies end. The future for young Algerians is often 
seen as a choice between prison and exile, and suicides rate among this 
category of the population reaches sky-high proportions. The building of 
“fortress Europe” and the increasing repressive measures being taken 
against the numerous candidates for emigration to Europe mean that in 
practice, there is no other way out for these young people than to take the 
road of struggle and collective action.  
 
Although generalised, the present movement mainly involves those 
deprived youths from poor neighbourhoods, and has not yet gathered 
around it the active mobilisation of the mass of the population. The 
entering into action of the working class will be necessary to give this 
movement a more organised and mass character, and avoid it being 
transformed into futile and disorganised acts of despair that could be more 
easily crushed by the state forces.  
 
While in Tunisia, the trade union federation, the UGTT (General Union of 
Tunisian Workers) has expressed its solidarity with the youth and assisted 
their struggle through calling for action, the Algerian workers can hardly 
rely on such initiatives from the UGTA (General Union of Algerian 
Workers), which has reached an incredible level of corruption, betrayal 
and subservience to the Bouteflika regime. The only public statement 
made by the UGTA leadership until now has disgustingly defended the 
government’s version of the situation. Over the last few years, this 
submission to the government has cut it off from entire sectors of trade 
unionists, who left the UGTA to join more combative, independent trade 
unions. The battle to vitalise, unify and democratise these independent 
trade unions are some of the important tasks facing the working class at 
the present.  
 
The setting up of local committees of resistance in the neighbourhoods and 
in the workplaces could be a very useful tool in order to assist the struggle 
of the youth, to involve the rest of the population in mass actions, and to 
coordinate, along with independent trade unions, work stoppages on a 
national level. Already, some sectors, such as the dockers of Algiers’ port 
or workers from the healthcare sector, are talking about engaging in strike 
action. This is of a huge importance. Generalising such steps could 
transform the situation. An appeal for a national strike in support of the 
youth rebellion would enjoy a mass response and would contribute to 
transform the huge anger and frustration that exists into a much more 
powerful movement, that could potentially bring this rotten regime down, 
and open the way for really democratic, and socialist change.  
www.socialistworld.net 

 

Climate capitalism’ won at Cancun - everyone else loses
 

 



 
 
 

 
 
 
Patrick Bond 13 December 2010  
 
CANCUN, MEXICO. The December 11 closure of the 16th Conference of the 
Parties – the global climate summit - in balmy Cancun was portrayed by 
most participants and mainstream journalists as a victory, a ‘step 
forward’. Bragged US State Department lead negotiator Todd Stern, “Ideas 
that were first of all, skeletal last year, and not approved, are now 
approved and elaborated.”  
 
After elite despondency when the Copenhagen Accord was signed last 
December 18 by five countries behind the scenes, resulting in universal 
criticism, there is now a modicum of optimism for the next meeting of 
heads of state and ministers, in steamy Durban in the dogdays of a South 
African summer a year from now. But this hope relies upon a revival of 
market-based climate strategies which, in reality, are failing everywhere 
they have been tried. 
 
The elites’ positive spin is based on reaching an international consensus 
(though Bolivia formally dissented) and establishing instruments to manage 
the climate crisis using capitalist techniques. Cancun’s defenders argue 
that the last hours’ agreements include acknowledgements that emissions 
cuts must keep world temperature increases below 2°C, with consideration 
to be given to lowering the target to 1.5°C.  
 
Negotiators also endorsed greater transparency about emissions, a Green 
Climate Fund led by the World Bank, introduction of forest-related 
investments, transfers of technology for renewable energy, capacity-
building and a strategy for reaching legally-binding protocols in future. 
According to UN climate official Christiana Figueres, formerly a leading 
carbon trader, “Cancun has done its job. Nations have shown they can 
work together under a common roof, to reach consensus on a common 
cause.”  
 
Status quo or step back? 
But look soberly at what was needed to reverse current warming and what 
was actually delivered. Negotiators in Cancun’s luxury Moon Palace hotel 
complex failed by any reasonable measure. As Bolivian President Evo 
Morales complained, “It’s easy for people in an air-conditioned room to 
continue with the policies of destruction of Mother Earth. We need instead 
to put ourselves in the shoes of families in Bolivia and worldwide that lack 
water and food and suffer misery and hunger. People here in Cancun have 
no idea what it is like to be a victim of climate change.” 



 
For Bolivia’s UN ambassador Pablo Solon, Cancun “does not represent a 
step forward, it is a step backwards”, because the non-binding 
commitments made to reduce emissions by around 15 percent by 2020 
simply cannot stabilize temperature at the “level which is sustainable for 
human life and the life of the planet.”  
 
Even greater anger was expressed in civil society, including by Meena 
Raman of Malaysia-based Third World Network: “The mitigation paradigm 
has changed from one which is legally binding – the Kyoto Protocol with an 
aggregate target which is system-based, science based – to one which is 
voluntary, a pledge-and-review system.” As El Salvadoran Friends of the 
Earth leader Ricardo Navarro lamented, “What is being discussed at the 
Moon does not reflect what happens on Earth. The outcome is a 
Cancunhagen that we reject.” 
 
Most specialists agree that even if the unambitious Copenhagen and 
Cancun promises are kept (a big if), the result will be a cataclysmic 4-5°C 
rise in temperature over this century, and if they are not, 7°C is likely. 
Even with a rise of 2°C, scientists generally agree, small islands will sink, 
Andean and Himalayan glaciers will melt, coastal areas such as much of 
Bangladesh and many port cities will drown, and Africa will dry out – or in 
some places flood – so much that nine of ten peasants will not survive. 
 
The politicians and officials have been warned of this often enough by 
climate scientists, but are beholden to powerful business interests which 
are lined up to either promote climate denialism, or to generate national-
versus-national negotiating blocs destined to fail in their race to gain most 
emission rights. As a result, in spite of a bandaid set of agreements, the 
distance between negotiators and the masses of people and the planet 
grew larger not smaller over the last two weeks.  
 
WikiLeaking climate bribery 
To illustrate, smaller governments were “bullied, hustled around, lured 
with petty bribes, called names and coerced into accepting the games of 
the rich and emerging-rich nations,” says Soumya Dutta of the South Asian 
Dialogues on Ecological Democracy. “Many debt-ridden small African 
nations are seeing the money that they might get through the scheming 
designs of Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation 
(REDD), and have capitulated under the attack of this REDD brigade. It’s a 
win-win situation, both for the rich nations, as well as for the rich of the 
poor nations. The real poor are a burden in any case, to be kept at arms 
length - if not further.” 
 
Bribing those Third World governments which in 2009 were the most vocal 
critics of Northern climate posturing became common knowledge thanks to 
WikiLeaks disclosures of US State Department cables from February 2010. 
Last February 11, for example, EU climate action commissioner Connie 
Hedegaard told the US that the Alliance of Small Island States “‘could be 
our best allies’, given their need for financing.”  
 
A few months earlier, the Maldives helped lead the campaign against low 
emissions targets such as those set in the Copenhagen Accord. But its 
leaders reversed course, apparently because of a $50 million aid package 
arranged by US deputy climate change envoy Jonathan Pershing. According 
to a February 23 cable, Pershing met the Maldives’ US ambassador, Abdul 
Ghafoor Mohamed, who told him that if ‘tangible assistance’ were given 
his country, then other affected countries would realise “the advantages 
to be gained by compliance” with Washington’s climate agenda.  
 



The promised money is, however, in doubt. Hedegaard also noted with 
concern that some of the $30 billion in pledged North-South climate-
related aid from 2010-2012 – e.g. from Tokyo and London, she said – would 
come in the form of loan guarantees, not grants. Pershing was not opposed 
to this practice, because “donors have to balance the political need to 
provide real financing with the practical constraints of tight budgets.”  
 
Even while observing Washington’s tendency to break financial promises, 
Ethiopian prime minister Meles Zenawi, the leading African head of state 
on climate, was also unveiled by WikiLeaks as a convert to the Copenhagen 
Accord. This appeared to be the outcome of pressure applied by the US 
State Department, according to a February 2 cable, with Zenawi asking for 
more North-South resources in return.  
 
REDD as wedge 
Besides Bolivian leadership, the world’s best hope for contestation of 
these power relationships rests with civil society. Along with La Via 
Campesina network of peasant organizations, which attracted a Mexico-
wide caravan and staged a militant march that nearly reached the airport 
access road on the morning of December 7 as heads of state flew into 
Cancun, the most visible poor peoples’ representatives were from the 
Indigenous Environmental Network (IEN). On December 8, IEN spokesperson 
Tom Goldtooth was denied entry to the UN forum due to his high-profile 
role in non-violent protests.  
 
According to Goldtooth, Cancun’s ‘betrayal’ is “the consequence of an 
ongoing US diplomatic offensive of backroom deals, arm-twisting and 
bribery that targeted nations in opposition to the Copenhagen Accord.” For 
Goldtooth, an ardent opponent of REDD, “Such strategies have already 
proved fruitless and have been shown to violate human and Indigenous 
rights. The agreements implicitly promote carbon markets, offsets, 
unproven technologies, and land grabs – anything but a commitment to 
real emissions reductions. Language ‘noting’ rights is exclusively in the 
context of market mechanisms, while failing to guarantee safeguards for 
the rights of peoples and communities, women and youth.”  
 
The founder of watchdog NGO REDD-Monitor, Chris Lang, argues that 
attempts to reform the system failed because, first, “Protecting intact 
natural forest and restoring degraded natural forest is not a ‘core 
objective’ of the REDD deal agreed in Cancun. We still don't have a 
sensible definition of forests that would exclude industrial tree 
plantations, to give the most obvious example of how protecting intact 
natural forest isn't in there – also ‘sustainable management of forests’ is in 
there, which translates as logging.” 
 
Second, says Lang, “The rights and interests of indigenous peoples and 
forest communities are not protected in the Cancun REDD deal – they are 
demoted to an annex, with a note that ‘safeguards’ should be ‘promoted 
and supported’. That could mean anything governments want it to mean.” 
 
During the Cancun negotiations, positioning on REDD came to signal 
whether climate activists were pro- or anti-capitalist, although a difficult 
in-between area was staked out by Greenpeace and the International 
Forum on Globalisation which both, confusingly, advocated a non-market 
REDD arrangement (as if the balance of forces would allow such). But they 
and their allies lost, and as Friends of the Earth chapters in Latin America 
and the Caribbean explained, “The new texts continue seeing forests as 
mere carbon reservoirs (sinks) and are geared towards emissions trading.” 
 
In the same way, the Green Fund was promoted by World Bank president 



Robert Zoellick, whose highest-profile speech to a side conference 
promised to extend the REDD commodification principle to broader sectors 
of agriculture and even charismatic animals like tigers, in alliance with 
Russian leader Vladimir Putin. On December 8, protests demanded that the 
World Bank be evicted from climate financing, in part because under 
Zoellick the institution’s annual fossil fuel investments rose from $1.6 
billion to $6.3 billion, and in part because the Bank promotes export-led 
growth, resource extraction, energy privatisation and carbon markets with 
unshaken neoliberal dogma. 
 
According to Grace Garcia from Friends of the Earth Costa Rica, “Only a 
gang of lunatics would think it is a good idea to invite the World Bank to 
receive climate funds, with their long-standing track-record of financing 
the world’s dirtiest projects and imposition of death-sentencing 
conditionalities on our peoples.”  
 
Unfortunately, however, some indigenous people’s groups and Third World 
NGOs do buy into REDD, and well-funded Northern allies such as the 
market-oriented Environmental Defense Fund have been using divide-and-
conquer tactics to widen the gaps. The danger this presents is extreme, 
because the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) strategy set in place by 
Al Gore in 1997 – when he mistakenly (and self-interestedly) promised that 
the US would endorse the Kyoto Protocol if carbon trading was central to 
the deal – may well continue to fracture climate advocacy.  
 
REDD is one of several blackmail tactics from the North, by which small 
sums are paid for projects such as tree-planting or forest conservation 
management. In some cases, as well as through CDMs such as methane-
extraction from landfills, these projects result in displacement of local 
residents or, in the case of Durban’s main CDM, the ongoing operation of a 
vast, environmentally-racist dump in the black neighbourhood of Bisasar 
Road, instead of its closure. Then the Northern corporations which buy the 
emissions credits can continue business-as-usual without making the major 
changes needed to solve the crisis. 
 
Climate debt and command-and-control 
Many critics of REDD and other CDMs, including Morales, put the idea of 
Climate Debt at the core of a replacement financing framework. They 
therefore demand that the carbon markets be decommissioned, because 
their fatal flaws include rising levels of corruption, periodic chaotic 
volatility, and extremely low prices inadequate to attract investment 
capital into renewable energy and more efficient transport. Such 
investments minimally would cost the equivalent of €50/tonne of carbon, 
but the European Union’s Emissions Trading Scheme fell from €30/tonne in 
2008 to less than €10/tonne last year, and now hovers around €15/tonne. 
This makes it much cheaper for business to keep polluting than to 
restructure. 
 
Having spent an afternoon at Cancun debating these points with the 
world’s leading carbon traders, I’m more convinced that the markets need 
closure so we can advance much more effective, efficient command-and-
control systems. Rebutting, Henry Derwent, head of the International 
Emissions Trading Association (IETA), claimed that markets ended acid rain 
damage done by sulfur dioxide emissions. Yet in Europe during the early 
1990s, state regulation was much more effective. Likewise, command-and-
control worked well in the ozone hole emergency, when CFCs were banned 
by the Montreal Protocol starting in 1996.  
 
The US Environmental Protection Agency now has command-and-control 
power over GreenHouseGas emissions, and its top administrator, Lisa 



Jackson, can alert around 10,000 major CO2 point sources that they must 
start cutting back immediately. But without more protest against the 
Agency, as pioneered by West Virginians demanding a halt to mountaintop 
coal removal, Jackson has said that she will only begin this process in 2013 
(after Obama’s reelection campaign). On the bright side, IETA’s lead 
Washington official, David Hunter, confirmed to me that the US carbon 
markets were in the doldrums because of the Senate’s failure to pass cap-
and-trade legislation this year. Thank goodness for Washington gridlock. 
 
However, Washington’s Big Green groups have admitted that they pumped 
$300 million of foundation money into advocacy for congressional carbon 
trading, in spite of Climate Justice Now! members’ campaigning against 
this approach. Critique has included the film “The story of cap and trade” 
(www.storyofstuff.org), which over the past year had three quarters of a 
million views. The vast waste of money corresponded to a resource 
drought at the base.  
 
In October, three well-resourced environmental groups – 350.org, 
Rainforest Action Network and Greenpeace – concluded that more direct 
action would be needed. It’s happening already, of course. Two dozen US 
groups, including IEN, Grassroots Global Justice and Movement Generation, 
argued in an October 23 open letter that “Frontline communities, using 
grassroots, network-based, and actions-led strategies around the country 
have had considerable success fighting climate-polluting industries in 
recent years, with far less resources than the large environmental groups 
in Washington, D.C. These initiatives have prevented a massive amount of 
new industrial carbon from coming on board.” 
 
Climate justice instead of climate capitalism 
But by all accounts, one reason the climate capitalist fantasy moved ahead 
at Cancun so decisively was the fragmented nature of this kind of 
resistance. Crucial ideological and geographical divides were evident 
within Mexico’s progressive forces, a problem which must be avoided in 
the coming period as the healing of divisions over market-related 
strategies proceeds. Grassroots activists are unimpressed by Cancun’s last-
gasp attempt at climate-capitalist revivalism.  
 
Indeed, the limited prospects for elite environmental management of this 
crisis confirm how badly a coherent alternative is needed. Fortunately, the 
Peoples’ Agreement of Cochabamba emerged in April from a consultative 
meeting that drew 35 000 mainly civil society activists. The Cochabamba 
conference call includes:  
 
• 50 percent reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2017 
• stabilising temperature rises to 1°C and 300 Parts Per Million 
• acknowledging the climate debt owed by developed countries 
• full respect for Human Rights and the inherent rights of indigenous 
people 
• universal declaration of rights of Mother Earth to ensure harmony with 
nature 
• establishment of an International Court of Climate Justice 
• rejection of carbon markets and commodification of nature and forests 
through REDD 
• promotion of measures that change the consumption patterns of 
developed countries 
• end of intellectual property rights for technologies useful for mitigating 
climate change  
• payment of 6 percent of developed countries’ GDP to addressing climate 
change 
 



The analysis behind these demands has been worked out over the past few 
years. But now the challenge for climate justice movements across the 
world is to not only continue – and dramatically ratchet up – vibrant 
grassroots activism against major fossil fuel emissions and extraction sites, 
ranging from Alberta’s tar sands to the Ecuadoran Amazon to San Francisco 
refineries to the Niger Delta to West Virginia mountains to the Australian 
and South African coalfields. In addition, if Cancun revives financial 
markets for the purposes of Northern manipulation of the climate debate, 
then Goldtooth’s warning is more urgent: “Industrialized nations, big 
business and unethical companies like Goldman Sachs will profit 
handsomely from the Cancun Agreements while our people die.” 
 
Durban will offer the next big showdown between unworkable capitalist 
strategies on the one hand, and the interests of the masses of people and 
the planet’s environment. The latter have witnessed long histories of eco-
social mobilization, such as the 2001 World Conference Against Racism 
which attracted a protest of 15,000 against Zionism and the UN’s failure to 
put reparations for slavey, colonialism and apartheid on the agenda. 
 
It will be a challenge to maintain pressure against REDD and the carbon 
markets, but by next November it should be clear that neither will deliver 
the goods. Hence, as versed by Friends of the Earth International chair and 
Niger Delta activist Nnimmo Bassey, a winner of the Right Livelihood 
Award this year:  
 
The outside will be the right side in Durban 
What has been left undone 
Will properly be done 
Peoples’ sovereignty 
Mass movement convergence 
Something to look forward to! 
 
www.zcommunications.org 

 
 
(Patrick Bond is based at the Centre for Civil Society at the University of 
KwaZulu-Natal – http://ccs.ukzn.ac.za – and is on sabbatical at Cal-
Berkeley Department of Geography. He coedited the 2009 book Climate 
Change, Carbon Trading and Civil Society, published by UKZN Press.) 
 
 

 

Another economically miserable year ahead 

 
 

 
 

Patrick Bond Eye on Civil Society column The Mercury 4 January 2011 
 
Do any of your New Years resolutions depend on better economic health?  
If so, be ready to shed tears in 2011. 
 
“As I have been saying repeatedly,” insisted Yale University sociologist  
Immanuel Wallerstein on January 1, “we are not in a recession but in a  
depression.” In these circumstances, “politicians look for quick fixes.  
They call for ‘austerity,’ which means cutting pensions and education  
and child care even further.” 
 
Wallerstein, former president of the International Sociological  
Association, delivered the UKZN Wolpe Lecture fourteen months ago and  



will do so again six months from now. He warns, “The governments of  
Russia, India, and South Africa are all facing rumbling discontent from  
large parts of their populations who seemed to have escaped the benefits  
of presumed economic growth.” 
 
He predicted continuing “sharp rises in the prices of energy, food, and  
water, and thus a struggle for these basic goods, a struggle that could  
turn deadly.” 
 
Because of Eskom’s repeated 25 percent tariff increases, thousands die  
annually from TB spread by dirty energy (hence particulates in the air  
that carry respiratory illnesses), from shack fires caused by paraffin  
spills, and from electrocutions due to badly-wired illegal electricity  
connections. 
 
Thousands more perish from shocking levels of malnutrition. And ongoing  
epidemics of diarrhoea and other water-borne diseases, some taking HIV+  
status to full-blown AIDS, can be blamed on inadequate and expensive  
municipal water supplies, again with thousands of (preventable) deaths  
anticipated in 2011. 
 
Money worries are also hitting the middle class, even in sites such as  
Ireland thought to be amongst the world’s leading capitalist success  
stories. Currency volatility will continue, with imbalances in trade and  
payments still at all-time highs. The November G20 meeting in Seoul  
narrowly avoided a currency war between the US and China, because no 
one  
would support Washington’s saber-rattling rhetoric. 
 
The Obama administration lost credibility after Federal Reserve Board  
(‘Fed’) chair Ben Bernanke pushed $600 billion through the banks a few  
days earlier. Yet even Goldman Sachs economists opined that $4 trillion  
more of this ‘quantitative easing’ would be required to pull the US  
economy out of its stagnation. 
 
Other governments are stuck even deeper in the mire. But unlike the US,  
which has the power to print dollars, the central bankers of Portugal,  
Ireland, Italy, Greece, Spain (the ‘PIIGS’) and even Belgium are trapped  
by Eurozone membership: they can’t run the printing press. 
 
From increasingly uncivilized European society, expect more riots as  
austerity worsens in these sites, as well as in Britain – with its  
revitalized student movement unwilling to accept the extreme  
Tory-Liberal tuition hikes – and France due to retirees’ resistance to  
longer work-lives. 
 
Other troubling economic weaknesses are finally being noticed within the  
alleged world ‘recovery’. US real estate continues to rot, even though  
Bernanke bought over $1 trillion worth of mortgage-backed securities  
from banks that would have gone belly-up otherwise. Residential  
properties and commercial real estate – especially shopping malls – keep  
shrinking in value. 
 
Explained one of the very few outspoken US politicians, Vermont’s  
independent socialist Senator Bernie Sanders, “After years of  
stonewalling by the Fed, the American people are finally learning the  
incredible and jaw-dropping details of the Fed’s multitrillion-dollar  
bailout of Wall Street and corporate America.” 
 
A month ago, it was finally revealed that between March 2008 and May  



2009, Bernanke not only pumped $3 trillion into the US economy as  
emergency liquidity, but also secretly lent $9 trillion to bail out 18  
financial institutions deemed ‘too big to fail’. Citigroup, Merrill  
Lynch and Morgan Stanley were in such bad shape that they approached  
Bernanke for cheap loans on more than 100 occasions. Even Goldman Sachs 
went 84 times. 
 
It was not only the US taxpayer and all holders of dollars who lose in  
the process. As Sanders continued, ordinary homeowners are victims:  
“Banks are foreclosing on untold numbers of families who have never  
missed a payment, because rushing to foreclosure generates lucrative  
fees for the banks, whatever the costs to families and investors.” 
 
According to leading New York research analyst Meredith Whitney,  
municipal and state debt has reached $2 trillion. “Next to housing this  
is the single most important issue in the US and certainly the biggest  
threat to the US economy. There’s not a doubt on my mind that you will  
see a spate of municipal bond defaults. You can see fifty to a hundred  
sizeable defaults – more. This will amount to hundreds of billions of  
dollars’ worth of defaults.” 
 
It’s not just Detroit, but also great European cities – Madrid,  
Florence, Barcelona, Lisbon, Naples, Budapest and Istanbul – which are  
now sinking in debt to the level of junk-bond status. 
 
The worsening balance sheets demonstrate the limits not only of creditor  
wisdom but also of the mainstream economic theory which endorses  
liberalized finance. “A few economists challenged the assumption of  
rational behavior, questioned the belief that financial markets can be  
trusted and pointed to the long history of financial crises that had  
devastating economic consequences,” wrote Nobel Prize laureate Paul  
Krugman in his New York Times column. “But they were swimming against  
the tide, unable to make much headway against a pervasive and, in  
retrospect, foolish complacency.” 
 
University of Texas professor James K. Galbraith had an even harsher  
reaction, calling his colleagues’ mindset “a kind of Politburo for  
correct economic thinking. As a general rule, as one might generally  
expect from a gentleman’s club, this has placed them on the wrong side  
of every important policy issue, and not just recently but for decades.” 
 
Galbraith continued, “They oppose the most basic, decent and sensible  
reforms, while offering placebos instead. They are always surprised when  
something untoward, like a recession, actually occurs. And when finally  
they sense that some position cannot be sustained, they do not reexamine  
their ideas. They do not consider the possibility of a flaw in logic or  
theory. Rather, they simply change the subject.” 
 
These are the people still guiding the US Treasury, International  
Monetary Fund, Fed and nearly all other finance ministries and central  
banks, including Pretoria's. Until economists are given the same  
professional respect accorded to quack AIDS-denialists, and until global  
financial volatility is resisted by imposition of strong exchange  
controls, the problems caused by neoliberals and bankers will worsen. 
 
Finance minister Pravin Gordhan and SA Reserve Bank governor Gill Marcus  
are, however, going with mainstream wisdom and policies, so most of us  
can expect 2011 to be economically miserable. 



 
 
Asizilungiseleni ubuhixihixi kwezemnotho nangalonyaka 
 
NguPatrick Bond 
Yahunyushwa nguFaith ka-Manzi 
 
Ngabe ezinye zezinqumo zakho zoNyaka oMusha zincekene nokuthi 
iphakethe lakho lihle kangakanani? Umangabe kunjalo lindela ukuchiphiza 
izinyembezi ngo2011. 
 
“Njengoba kade ngisho ngiphindaphinda,” kugcizelela isifundiswa 
esinguchwepheshe kwezempilo zemiphakathi (sociologist) yasesikhungweni 
semfundo ephakeme eYale University uImmanuel Wallerstein mhla zinzinye 
kulephezulu (January 1,) “asibhekene nokwehla (kwezomnotho) sibhekene 
nengcindezi.” Kulezizimo, “abezombusazwe baye bafune izisombululo 
ezisheshayo. Babiza i‘austerity,’ okusho ukuqeda ezempesheni kanye 
nezemfundo kanye nezimali zokunakekela izingane kakhulu kunakuqala.” 
 
UWallerstein, wayengumongameli weInternational Sociological Association, 
futhi waba isikhulumi esiqavile kwiUKZN Wolpe Lecture ezinyangeni 
ezingamashumi nane ezidlule futhi uzophinde akhulume ezinyangeni 
eziyisithupha ezizayo kusukela manje. Uyexwayisa uthi, “Ohulumeni 
baseRussia, eIndia, naseNingizimu Afrika bonke babhekene nokuduma 
kokusokola izingxenye ezinkulu zemiphakathi yabo ezizibona zingazuzanga 
kulokukukhula kwezomnotho okulokhu kukhulunywa ngakho.” 
 
Waqhubeka ngokuqagula “ukwenyuka kakhulu kwamanani kagesi, ukudla 
kanye namanzi, ngakho-ke kuzoba nemzabalazo wokutholakala 
kwalezizinto ezidingeka kakhulu, umzabalazo ongaba nobungozi kakhulu.”  
 
Ngenxa yokuthi uEskom’s ulokhu ephinda ngamashumi amabili nanhlanu 
ukwenyuka, izinkulungwane ziyafa njalo ngonyaka ngokusabalala kwesifo 
sofuba iTB ngenxa yokusetshenziswa kwezindlela ezingcolile zokubasa ( 
ngakho-ke emoyeni kugcwala amagciwane agulisana ngezifo 
zokuphefumula), kusukela emililweni yasemjondolo edalwa ukuchitheka 
kukaparrafin, kanye nokubulawa ukushiswa ugesi yizintambo ezisuke 
zixhunywe kabi ngoba usuke untshontshiwe.  
 
Izinkulungwane futhi eziningi ziyafa zibulawa izinga eliphezulu lendlala. 
Kanye nezifo ezingapheli njengohudo kanye nezinye izifo ezihambisana 
namanzi angcolile, abanye abasukek beneHIV bagcine sebenengculaza, 
konke lokhu singathi ukungenzi ngokuqikelela kukamasipala ngokungaphani 
ngamanzi anele, njengoba kubhekwe izinkulungwane zabazofa 
(okungavikeleka) okuzokwenzeka ngo2011. 
 
Izinkinga zokukhathazeka ngemali sekuqala nokwzwela kwahola 
kangconywana, ngisho nasezindaweni ezifana noIreland ezicatshangwa 
njengezindawo zamazwe ahamba phambili ekubusweni ngogxiwankulu 
emhlabeni wonke.Currency votality,kuzoqhubeka, kanye nokungalingani 
ekudayiseleni nasekukhokhweni kuzoba phezulu kakhulu. Umhlangano 
weG20 wangoNovemba eSeoul kwala kancane udale impi yezimali phakathi 
kweChina neMelika, ngenxa yokuthi akekho owayexhasana neWashington’s 
saber-rattling rhetoric.  
 
Uhulumeni kaObama ulahlekelwe ukwethenjwa emva kokuba usihlalo 
weFederal Reserve Board uBen Bernanke efake u$600 billion emabhange 
ezinsukwini ezimbalwa ezedlule. Kodwa ngisho uchwepheshe wezomnotho 
uGoldman Sachs imali engaphezulu kuka$4 trillion engakhipha izwe 
laseMelika kulesisimo. 



 
Abanye ohulumeni nabo babhekene kakhulu nalengwadla.Kodwa bona 
abafani neMelika yona ekwazi ukushicilela amadola, ibhange elikhulu 
lasePortugal, eIreland, eItaly, eGreece, eSpain ngisho kanye neBelgium 
babhajwe ukuba ngamalunga aseEurozone: abakwazi ukuzishicilela izimali. 
 
Njengoba imipkalathi yasemazweni aseNyakatho (Europe) engalawuleki, 
sizazobona izibhelu eziningi njengoba sinzima kangaka lesisimo. Kusukela 
kulezizindawo, kanye naseNgilandi – njengoba izinhlangano zabafundi 
eziviva kabusha zingafuni ukwamukela ukwenyuka kwezimali zokufunda - 
kanye nokwelulwa kweminyaka yabathatha impesheni ukuthi basebenza 
isikhathi eside eFrance. 
 
Obunye ubuthakathaka bezomnotho obukhathazayo sebuyabonakala 
njengoba kulokhu kukhulunywa ngokuqalwa phansi. Ezezakhiwo nezezindlu 
zaseMelika ziyaqhubeka nokuba muncu, ngisho noma uBernanke ethenge 
ngaphezu kuka$1 trillion wokuqinisekisa abathengi bezindlu emabhange 
ebekufanele akhombise ukwenza inzuzo. Izindawo ezibizayo zokuhlala 
kanye nezinxancathele zezitolo – kulokhu kuqhubeka ukwehla kwamanani 
azo.  
 
Kuchaza omunye abambalwa bezombusazwe okwaziyo ukuphumela obala 
waseMelika uuNdunankulu uBernie Sanders, “Emva kweminyaka 
yokuhlangabezana nenqgingetshe neFederal Bank, abantu baseMelika ima 
sebethola ukusizwa kongxiwankulu kanye neWall Street ngesikhathi 
esinzima sezomnotho kwenziwa iFederal Bank.” 
 
Enyangeni edlule, kuze kwavezwa ekugcineni ukuthi phakathi kukaMashi 
2008 no Meyi 2009, uBernanke akagcinanga-nje ngokufaka u$3 trillion 
kunomnotho waseMelika njengesimo esphuthumayo, kodwa ngokwangasese 
waboleka u$9 trillion ukusiza izinkampani ezingamashumi nesishgalombili 
‘okwakubonakala ukuthi zizoqumbeka phansi’. ICitigroup, neMerrill Lynch 
kanye neMorgan Stanley babesesimweni esibucayi ngalendlela yokuthi baya 
kuBernanke izikhathi ezingaphezu kweziyikhulu beyofuna imali 
yembolekiso. Ngisho noGoldman Sachs waya izikhathi ezingamashumi 
ayisishagalombili nane. 
 
Kwakungeyena umkhokhi ntela waseMelika kanye nabanye abanikazi 
bamadola ababelahlekelwa kuphela. Njengoba uSanders eqhubeka, wathi 
ngisho nabanikazi bemizi nabo baba yisihlava salenkinga: “Amabhange 
ayevalela imindeni eyayingakaze ingakhokhi nakanye, ngoba ukujaha 
ukuvala kwakusho ukwenyuka kwezimali zasemabhange, ngaphandle 
kokuba nendaba yokuthi kwakwenzekani kubanikazi bemizi kanye 
nabatshali bezimali.” 
 
Ngokusho kukachwepheshe ohamba phambil kwezokuhlaziya ucwaningo 
waseNew York uMeredith Whitney, isikweletu sikamasipala kanye 
nesesizwe sesifike ku$2 trillion. “Eduze-nje nezokwakhiwa, iyonanto 
ebaluleke kakhulu le eMelika futhi okuyiyona eyingozi kakhulu kumnotho 
waseMelika. Akukho ukungabaza emqondweni wami ukuthi sizobona 
ukungakhokhelwa okukhulu kwezikweletu zezakhiwo zikamasipala. Lokhu 
kuzoholela kumabhiliyoni amadola angezukukhokhwa.” 
 
Akukhona-nje kuphela eDetroit, kodwa nakwamnaye madolobha makhulu 
aseNyakatho(Europe - o Madrid, Florence, Barcelona, Lisbon, Naples, 
Budapest kanye neIstanbul – acwile ezikweletini futhi abambise 
ngamabhondi angenankokhelo. 
 
Ukuzama ukubhalansisa ukuphela kokuhlakanipha kwababolekisayo koodwa 
komnotho-nje jikelele okukhombisa ukuzimela kwezezimali. “Abahalaziyi 



bezomnotho abambalwa bayibuza lendaba yokusebenzisa ukuhlakanipha, 
bayibuza indaba yokuthi ngabe izimakethe zezimali zingathenjwa futhi 
base beqaphelisa ngomlando omude wobuhixihixi bezezimali okwenza 
isimo sezomnotho sibe nemiphumela eshube kakhulu,” ngokubhala 
kwesifundiswa esawina iNobel Prize uPaul Krugman lapho egiya khona 
kwiphephandaba iNew York Times wathi. “Kodwa babebhukuda 
befulathelene umfula odla amagalane, bengagwazi ukuphuma amnazini, 
futhi bengakwaazi ukumelana nalaba ababegoqe izandla.” 
 
USolwazi wasesikhungweni semfundo ephakeme eUniversity of Texasu 
James K. Galbraith yena wagxeka kanzima, ebiza imiqondo yozakwabo 
njengabantu ababengafuni ukujula becabangela obala futhi ngendlela 
ephambene okwenza ukuthi imigomo ebalulekile ibe nemiphumela emibi 
ayi futhi manje kodwa amashumi eminyaka.” 
 
Eqhubeka uGalbraith wathi, “Babephikisana nemigomo eyayingashintsha 
isimo esobala futhi elula beletha imigomo engnamiphumela. Futhi 
bayathuka uma sekwenzeka into ebebengayilindele, njengokwehla 
kwezomnotho. Futhi uma sebebona ukuthi imigomo yabo ayisebenzi bese 
bengaqali phansi bahlole izindlela ekade benza ngazo. Abacabangi ukuthi 
kungenzeka kube khona amaphutha endleleni abacabanga ngayo. 
Kunalokho bavele baye kokunye.” 
 
Laba njalo abantu abanxusa umnyango wezezimali zaseMelika, 
iInternational Monetary Fund, iFederal Bank kanye nawowonke amabhange 
amakhulu, ngisho nasePitoli. Ukuze abahlaziyi bezomnotho banikwe 
inhlonipho efana nalena eyayinikwa odokotela babephikisana nokuba khona 
kwengculaza, ukuze ingcindezi yezezimali iphikiswe ngokwenziwa 
kwemithetho eqinile yokuhanjiswa kwezimali emazweni, izinkinga 
ezidalwa ababusi bongxiwankulu kanye nabanikazi bamabhange zizolokhu 
zikhula. 
 
UNgqongqoshe weZezimali uPravin Gordhan kanye nomphathi waseSA 
Reserve Bank governor uGill Marcus bona , baphambana nehlombe, okusho 
ukuthi iningi lethu kumele lilindele ukungathokozi ngezomnotho ngo2011.  
 
(UPatrick Bond, isigayigayi sezomnotho nezombusazwe, ungumbhali 
wezincwadi weLooting Africa kanye ne Elite Transition: From Apartheid to 
Neoliberalism in South Africa, zombili ezishicilelwe i UKZN Press.) 

 

 

 

 


