
Murder in Cato Manor 

 
 

 
 

 
The poorest of the poor will be left even further behind unless those 
responsible for helping them are held to account and public scrutiny 
Faith ka-Manzi (The Mercury) 1 June 2013 
 
CATO Manor is once again a murderous site of repression and forced 
removals, with Abahlali baseMjondolo member Nkululeko Gwala’s murder 
just the most recent incident.  
 
Service protests in Cato Manor have become more violent as residents have 
become more desperate. They are trying to raise awareness of their plight, 
says the writer.  
 
Who is to blame, and how can this spiral of violence be reversed?  
 
Last Wednesday at the Cato Crest Community Centre at least 2 000 people 
gathered for a meeting addressed by leaders of the eThekwini Municipality 
and the ANC regional executive.  
 
Those present included provincial Health MEC Sibongiseni Dhlomo, who is 
also the chairman of the ANC’s eThekwini region, mayor James Nxumalo, 
ANC regional leader Monica Jama and councillor Mzi Ngiba from ward 101.  
The protests against councillors and lack of service in Cato Crest’s ward 
101 shackland and the formal housing area in Cato Manor’s ward 30 have 
been under way for months. One other community leader from the shacks 
was killed in March after leading land invasions in vacant areas as a result 
of the housing shortage. 
 
The protests, which regularly block traffic along Spine, Rick Turner and 
Bellair roads, reached a critical point last week when government property 
was destroyed, including the offices of Ngiba and ward 30’s Zanele 
Dzoyiya.  
 
Protesters say that neither of them serve their constituencies and that 
they are involved in corrupt allocation of council resources, including RDP 
houses.  
 
I attended the meeting, as both a resident and as a University of KwaZulu-
Natal researcher studying Cato Manor’s problems. One of my colleagues 
taped the public meeting and provided the recording to those who 



requested it. When journalist Nathi Oliphant wrote about Gwala’s murder 
in the Sunday Tribune yesterday, he reported that Dhlomo had accused his 
newspaper of “planting agents to record meetings on its behalf”.  
 
Dhlomo should know that we are not Tribune agents. We are the kind of 
citizens who are not afraid to speak out when we see injustice, and 
provide information to the press and society.  
 
In the US two of these whistleblowing citizens are Bradley Manning and 
Edward Snowden, who are being unfairly prosecuted for leaking 
information about the government of President Barack Obama. The world 
knows more about the US’s extreme violence in Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan 
and Yemen thanks to Manning, and about its frightening surveillance 
capacity thanks to Snowden.  
 
Likewise in South Africa we have a Right2Know campaign concerned about 
official secrecy – such as the US-style General Intelligence Laws 
Amendment Bill – and it needs the support of every member of our society. 
Go to www.r2k.org.za  
 
For example, the police should be investigating Dhlomo and other speakers 
for incitement to murder. In addition to Gwala, who was shot 12 times a 
few hours later, three others were targeted at last Wednesday’s meeting, 
and are presumably in hiding.  
 
Before the crowd was incited, other community residents spoke about 
problems in the area.  
 
One said: “We are tired of hooligans breaking into bottle stores and 
destroying the robots.” He said that hooligans had attacked a Somaliowned 
tuck shop, but the Somalis had beaten the attackers off. The police had 
been useless, he said. 
 
Another called for the army to be brought in to restore order.  
 
The final resident to speak before the mayor and MEC said that the ANC 
was being disturbed by “new arrivals” (izifikanamthwalo), which is often 
used as a xenophobic pejorative 
 
To her credit, Jama, who was the MC, continually reminded those at the 
meeting that the ANC did not encourage violence.  
 
Nxumalo’s main message was that ward 101 shack residents should have 
lower expectations. Because “land does not expand”, they would never be 
able to satisfy everyone. Even after buying nearby plots, there would not 
be enough housing for everyone, so some people would be moved to 
Cornubia.  
 
Nxumalo also blamed residents who had tenants, as well as the Occupy 
Umlazi movement, which began at Zakheleni Squatter Camp next to the 
Mangosuthu University of Technology a year ago.  
 
Members of the movement occupied an uncleared plot right next to their 
councillor’s offices.  
 
In that instance, however, our contacts in Zakheleni insist that their 
protest led to the council supplying more water, sanitation and electricity. 
 
It is well known that if community service protests create a nuisance in a 
creative way, sometimes not only do radio traffic reports pay attention to 



them, but President Jacob Zuma or other dignitaries also visit the scene.  
 
In the case of Cato Manor and Cato Crest, the visits by provincial and 
municipal politicians did not lead to delivery or even a change in 
councillor. So the protesters kept increasing the pressure, to the point of 
last week’s explosions.  
 
Dhlomo was the least forgiving of those expressing grievance. He bragged 
that ward 101 was the “Gedleyihlekisa Zone”, named after Zuma. Dhlomo 
told Nxumalo that his “home boy” Gwala should be relocated to Inchanga, 
where Nxumalo claimed he had a “proper house”, and that he should 
“scrub his heels because he is leaving today”.  
 
“It’s either he goes or the community goes. He must go. He is not wanted 
here,” he said.  
 
A few hours later, Gwala was assassinated.  
In recent days, as Nelson Mandela continued to struggle for his life and as 
Zuma entertained Obama, a microcosm of the ANC’s degeneration played 
out here.  
 
It is obvious who is responsible for the public threat to Gwala, whom I 
never met but understand was a strong-willed activist committed to his 
community.  
 
But it is not obvious how this terrible conflict between politicians and their 
furious constituents will end. Making what we know about this conflict 
public is a small step towards raising the price of political violence. 
 
The tape recording showing incitement of a crowd against Nkululeko 
Gwala  

 

Obama In South Africa Renews Traditional Anti-Imperialist Sentiments  

 
 

 
 

Patrick Bond 30 June 2013 
 
Barack Obama’s weekend trip to South Africa may have the desired effect 
of slowing the geopolitical realignment of Pretoria to the Brazil-India-
Russia-China-SA (BRICS) axis. That shift to BRICS has not, however, meant 
deviation from the hosts’ political philosophy, best understood as “Talk 
Left, Walk Right” since it mixes anti-imperialist rhetoric with pro-
corporate policies.  
 
Overshadowed by Nelson Mandela’s critically-ill health, Obama’s implicit 
denial of a US imperial agenda could not disguise Washington’s economic 
paranoia. As expressed last Tuesday by White House deputy national 
security adviser Ben Rhodes, “What we hear from our businesses is that 
they want to get in the game in Africa. There are other countries getting 
in the game in Africa – China, Brazil, Turkey. And if the US is not leading in 
Africa, we're going to fall behind in a very important region of the world.”  
 
Over a century earlier, another Rhodes – Cecil John – explained that very 
game: “We must find new lands from which we can easily obtain raw 
materials and at the same time exploit the cheap slave labour that is 
available from the natives of the colonies. The colonies would also provide 
a dumping ground for the surplus goods produced in our factories.” 
Although there is no longer formal slave labour within formal colonies, this 



sentiment readily links the neoliberal agenda of both the BRICS and the 
US.  
 
Perhaps embarrassed, Obama himself retracted Ben Rhodes’ confession of 
inter-imperial rivalry when asked by the White House press corps: “I want 
everybody playing in Africa. The more the merrier. A lot of people are 
pleased that China is involved in Africa.”  
 
This must have raised cynical eyebrows, because he added, “China's 
primary interest is being able to obtain access for natural resources in 
Africa to feed the manufacturers in export-driven policies of the Chinese 
economy.” 
 
Washington evades Pretoria’s gateway to Africa  
How best to obtain access to Africa’s mineral and petroleum wealth? If 
Libya-style operations become too blatant, President Jacob Zuma’s 
government has, like his predecessor Thabo Mbeki’s, presented South 
Africa as the optimal “gateway” to the continent.  
 
Zuma’s two major political victories – hosting the BRICS summit in Durban 
three months ago and ensuring that a Pretoria diplomat, his ex-wife 
Nkozozana Dlamini-Zuma, controversially won leadership of the African 
Union last year – were accompanied by Johannesburg capital edging out 
Chinese firms in terms of the size of their 2012 foreign investments north 
of the Limpopo River.  
 
BRICS is not a mirage, because even if a new $50 billion extraction-
oriented BRICS Bank is behind its start-up schedule, there are growing 
interrelationships between Johannesburg-based accumulation and high-
volume Chinese and Indian land-grabbing, along with Brazilian mineral 
exploitation – such as next door in Mozambique where thousands of 
peasants are resisting the Rio-based Vale Corporation’s coal grab – with 
Russian energy firms pounding on the doors.  
 
This leaves many to ask whether Pretoria is ready to ditch its traditional 
subservient (subimperial) “deputy sheriff” role to Washington’s (imperial) 
sheriff. This is one way to read the recent talk-left walk-right interview by 
Zuma in the Financial Times: “I’ve said it to the private sector from the 
western countries, ‘Look, you have got to change the way you do business 
with Africa if you want to regain Africa. If you want to treat Africa as a 
former colony, then people will go to new partners.’”  
 
Adding to the complications, Pretoria’s neoliberal coordination activities 
have been disappointing by all accounts. For example, George W. Bush’s 
State Department labeled Mbeki’s 2001 continental strategy known as the 
New Partnership for Africa’s Development (Nepad) “philosophically spot-
on”, and yet there was precious little to show for the subsequent dozen 
years of African appeals for Western foreign investment and increased aid, 
beyond the super-exploitative extractive industries.  
 
Mbeki had requested a quintupling of annual Western donor aid, and that it 
flow through an intermediary Nepad office near Pretoria. Fat chance. To 
illustrate, G8 and International Monetary Fund (IMF) debt relief in 2005 
left the poorest African countries repaying old loans at a rate 50 percent 
higher in relation to export revenues than before, according to the IMF. 
(Africa’s unrepayable loan principal was “forgiven”, to be sure, yet the 
poorest countries were squeezed even harder as a result, to pay overdue 
interest.)  
 
And funding even for AIDS medicines has been chopped in austerity 



budgets, such as Obama’s recent $200 million cut to Bush’s Presidential 
Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief, which resulted in the closure of the three 
main hospital-based drugs dispensaries for HIV here in Durban, the world’s 
leading city for the number of HIV+ residents.  
 
Obama also intensified Bush’s Africa Command (AfriCom) military support 
to the continent’s dictators. Moreover, Edward Snowden’s whistle-blowing 
about the US National Security Agency’s internet snooping this month 
recalled WikiLeaks revelations from State Department cables liberated by 
Bradley Manning during Hilary Clinton’s reign. In 2009, while helping 
prepare Obama’s speech about good governance in Accra, Clinton asked 
eleven of Washington’s embassies in Africa to collect fingerprints, DNA, iris 
scans, email passwords, credit card account numbers, frequent flyer 
account numbers and work schedules of local political, military, business 
and religious leaders, including United Nations officials.  
 
Since then, Obama has been criticized for military interventions in oil-
soaked Libya and AfriCom’s fight against Islamic fundamentalists in 
Somalia, for mercenary support and torture-rendition activities in several 
African countries, and for gifts of drones and US troop deployment in 
authoritarian Uganda.  
 
Babysitting Africa investments but returning in coffins  
Zuma may be too diplomatic to have raised these matters, because he 
needs to project strength after his own foreign-policy failings have come 
to light. In the Central African Republic in March, just three days before 
the BRICS gathered, a firefight with the Chad-backed Seleka rebel 
movement left 13 South African army troops dead. They were defending 
not only the resident tyrant, François Bozizé, but also Johannesburg 
businesses, including some with crucial links to leaders of the ruling 
African National Congress (ANC).  
 
With Mandela on his deathbed, the worsening degeneration of the ANC is 
an enormous tragedy. Zuma’s own family and close friends have gained 
countless crony-capitalist benefits from a patronage-obsessed state 
apparatus. Mentioning “Number One” (Zuma) gave his pals the Gupta 
family sufficient clout to use the Waterkloof airforce base for a wedding 
party’s landing of a jet from India last month, to the society’s great 
shame.  
 
The president’s notorious nephew Khulubuse recently wrecked a major 
Johannesburg mining house, Aurora, with vast collateral damage to 
thousands of workers and the natural environment. He subsequently 
shifted into the oil business in the eastern Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, where another 1350 SA troops were recently deployed.  
 
Their mission is to “babysit”, according to Defense Minister Nosiviwe 
Mapisa-Nqakula last month. The verb underestimates the severe danger of 
running interference for pro-Pretoria corporations against the M-23 
guerrillas, who are looting the eastern DRC on behalf not only of Rwanda’s 
Paul Kagame and Uganda’s Yoweri Museveni, but ultimately of Western 
minerals consumers.  
 
Speaking at a University of KwaZulu-Natal seminar last week, leading 
Congolese intellectual Georges Nzongola-Ntalaja condemned both South 
Africa and the Western re-occupation of the DRC, reminding of Frantz 
Fanon’s assessment of the neighbourhood: “If Africa were a revolver, the 
Congo would be its trigger.”  
 
Since the DRC was drawn into the Southern African Development 



Community by Mandela in 1997, Zuma probably believes this trigger-happy 
terrain is Pretoria’s “backyard,” more so than it is US, French and Belgian 
neo-colonial territory. That means tensions will inexorably rise between 
the competing mineral extraction strategies of Western multinational 
mining houses and oil companies, Chinese state firms, Zuma’s crony-
capitalists and the formerly Johannesburg-based corporates like Anglo 
American (now financially headquartered in London) who have the most 
extraction experience. 
 
“How much stays in Africa?” 
But it is the US corporate record in many African countries that, most 
remarkably, left Obama offhandedly uttering one of his most hypocritical-
ever remarks, during Saturday’s honorary doctoral degree ceremony at the 
University of Johannesburg in Soweto: “When we look at what other 
countries are doing in Africa, I think our only advice is make sure it’s a 
good deal for Africa. Somebody says they want to come build something 
here: Are they hiring African workers? Somebody says that we want to help 
you develop your natural resources: How much of the money is staying in 
Africa?” 
 
Good question! The answer is absolutely critical for the South African 
economy, because our balance of payments has been demolished by the 
late 1990s’ overseas flight of Anglo, De Beers, Old Mutual (the biggest 
financial institution), South African Breweries (now the world’s second 
largest after a merger with Miller), the largest IT firm Didata, the bank 
Investec, the pulp-and-paper corporation Mondi and others which relisted 
on the London and New York stock markets. (Earlier in the decade, one of 
the founding firms behind the world’s largest mining house, BHP Billiton, 
had escaped South Africa, as had the luxury goods company Rembrandt 
and the insurer Liberty Life.) 
 
These firms left with Mandela’s permission. Along with his 1996 World 
Bank-designed structural adjustment policy featuring trade and financial 
liberalization, corporate capital flight caused South Africa to be far more 
unequal, with far higher unemployment, a foreign debt five-fold bigger, 
and far worse ecological conditions than in 1994. 
 
This background makes Obama’s next remark all the more spiteful: “I do 
think that it’s important for Africans to make sure that these interactions 
are good for Africa. There has been a long history of extracting resources 
from Africa – you take raw materials, you send them to someplace else 
where they get used processed, sometimes sold back to Africa. The profits 
stay there the jobs stay there and not much stays in Africa.”  
 
Duh! It is the economic abuse of Africa by Western corporations with US 
links that a decade ago led Jubilee South Africa and the Khulumani 
apartheid victims’ support group to invoke the US’s 1797 Alien Tort Claims 
Act. That law, which the Supreme Court recently weakened to the point 
that Khulumani claims may be dismissed, was originally meant to help 
address piracy. If there were justice in Washington, it should still be 
applied to a variety of pirate-like crimes still committed by extractive-
oriented corporations in Africa.  
 
After all, thirty years ago, Obama himself lobbied against investments in 
SA-related multinational corporations, when he studied at Occidental 
College and Columbia University, where Mandela had inspired a sanctions 
and divestment movement. So his lecturing to the Soweto audience was 
fraught with bitter ironies. Everything that the US government has done to 
Africa these past five years has fostered outflows of both minerals and 
finance.  



 
The Africa Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA) that Obama promoted here 
– in which Pretoria will apply to continue membership if Congress extends 
the law in 2015 – is replete liberalization conditions. As the Heritage 
Foundation has argued, AGOA aims to “encourage governments to open 
their economies and build free markets” – which, translated by Michael 
Besha of the Organization of African Trade Union Unity, means “coercing 
African countries into total trade and financial liberalization.” Remarks 
Riaz Tayob of the Southern and East African Trade Institute, “standard US 
policy to debtor countries is to open financial markets, which increases 
South African vulnerability.”  
 
To put some numbers to our capitalists “not staying much”, South Africa 
alone suffered a 2008 outflow of natural resources valued at $245 per 
person greater than national income measured as GDP, according to the 
World Bank’s 2011 book The Changing Wealth of Nations. The continent as 
a whole lost 6 percent of its Gross National Income in a wealth measure 
adjusted for the outflow of minerals and petroleum resources that year, 
the latest data available.  
 
“Africa Rising”? No, actually crashing, thanks to resource-related 
looting.  
And here in South Africa, the outflow of profits, dividends and interest far 
exceeds even the worrisome trade deficit, leading to an Economist rating 
of most risky out of 17 emerging market economies in 2009. During the 
2002-08 commodity boom, the SA current account plummeted from a 1 
percent surplus to a 7 percent deficit mainly because of the more rapid 
outflow of profits to London and New York. 
 
Against imperialism and sub-imperialism  
The situation is even worse in other settings because US-backed dictators – 
such as Obama allies Kagame and Museveni – take no prisoners. Terrible 
conflagrations will probably continue in Central Africa; in the resource-
cursed Great Lakes region a conservatively-estimated five million people 
have died over the last two decades.  
 
Responding appropriately will require mobilization of anti-war 
consciousness and activism in South Africa just as much as in other source-
sites of African conflict, including the US. Encouragingly, a small anti-
imperialist movement has emerged here, announcing three protests 
against Barack Obama – in Pretoria on Friday, Soweto on Saturday and 
Cape Town on Sunday – especially because of ongoing US meddling in the 
Middle East, what with Palestinians under the thumb of an Israeli 
Occupation largely approved and subsidized by Washington.  
 
Several other grievances were expressed by hundreds who marched to the 
US Embassy in Pretoria and hundreds more who – before being attacked 
with stun grenades by Johannesburg police – objected to the honorary 
doctorate given Obama in Soweto. These complaints included the Cuban 
5’s imprisonment in Miami and US blockade of Cuba, the ongoing 
Guantanamo torture chamber operations, warmongering in Syria, AfriCom, 
support for Israeli apartheid, the kangaroo court trial of Bradley Manning, 
email and phone call snooping, AIDS medicines cutbacks, Obama’s close 
ties to African dictators, Washington’s ongoing structural adjustment 
philosophy and neoliberal AGOA conditionality.  
 
With both Obama and Zuma on the back foot in terms of their justification 
for looting Africa, this is an ideal moment for a new solidarity movement 
to make its case.  
www.zcommunications.org 



 
Patrick Bond directs the Centre for Civil Society at the University of 
KwaZulu-Natal in Durban. An earlier version of this commentary was 
published by Al Jazeera. 

 
 
Obama in South Africa: Political and Media Disconnect By Michael Shaw 
 
BagNews 1 July 2013 
 
We need to understand these protest images in S. Africa more in terms of 
current and similar photos from Brazil and Turkey. The public, in other 
words, is more sensitive these days to when they’re being patronized. 
 

 
 
Though the photo above — of Obama grimacing in a supposedly private 
moment before an international gaggle of news photographers while 
visiting Nelson Mandela’s prison cell — will be the one long remembered, I 
think the more striking image of his S. Africa visit is actually the one 
below. 
 



 
 
It’s part of a NYT slideshow titled “Obama in South Africa” which ran on 
Saturday and documented Obama’s visit to that point. The photo shows 
South African riot police at the University of Johannesburg in Soweto 
suppressing demonstrators protesting Obama’s trade and human rights 
record. 
 
Though you’d never know it by the media coverage obsessed with images 
like the Robbens Island visit and the larger personality politics of whether 
Obama would get to visit Mandela on his death bed, the South Africans are 
not all “hope addled” groupies of the first African-American U.S. 
president. If the photos of Obama’s “you are the future” pep talks – the 
one yesterday at the University of Johannesburg, might give that 
impression — the view is hardly ubiquitous. 
 

 



 
Certainly, it’s not the sense from still another slide from the same NYT 
slideshow reference above. This telling moment is from Obama’s press 
conference with the less charismatic or magical President Zuma, the two 
men biting their lips in encountering questions about myriad of differences 
between the two. 
 

 
 
If anything, we need to understand these protest images in S. Africa more 
in terms of current and similar photos from Brazil and Turkey. The public, 
in other words, is more sensitive these days to when they’re being 
patronized, and those South African protesters, in particular, seemed to 
feel that Obama is a lot more focused on his own geopolitical interests — 
specifically, matching (or, catching up to) China’s influence in Africa — 
than he is in theirs. 
 

 
 
Perhaps what these protest and the political PR photos most –as the 
developing world cries out for more genuine and sophisticated recognition 
— is the profundity of the disconnect. 



 
(photo 1: Gary Cameron/Reuters. caption: President Obama leaves the 
Robben Island prison cell of Nelson Mandela. “This man chose peace and 
reconciliation instead of civil war,” said South African-born Graeme Harris 
in London as he visited Mandela’s statue. photo 2: Joao Silva/The New 
York Times caption: Police officers threw flash grenades to disperse a 
small crowd of protesters outside the campus. photo 3: Chip Somodevilla, 
Getty Images / June 29, 2013. caption: A member of the audience reacts 
as President Obama calls on him to ask a question during a town hall 
meeting at the University of Johannesburg in South Africa. photo 4: Doug 
Mills/The New York Times caption: In a news conference with President 
Jacob Zuma, Mr. Obama discussed Nelson Mandela’s legacy and what the 
former South African president meant to him. Mr. Obama has called Mr. 
Mandela a personal hero.. photo 5: Bryan Denton for The New York 
Times. caption: A protester shouted at police officers after they 
dispersed an anti-Obama demonstration.) 

Is  

Is Obama's Trip to Africa about Investment or the Extraction of African Resources?

 

Emira Woods: Obama administration needs a new approach to trade and investment and should 

move away from policies that favor the extraction of African resources and the militarization of 

the continent  
 
Emira Wood interviewed by Jessica Desvarieux on the Real News Network 29 June 2013  
 
JESSICA DESVARIEUX, TRNN PRODUCER: Welcome to The Real News Network. I'm Jessica 
Desvarieux in Baltimore.  
 
President Obama is making another historic trip to the African continent. This is his first trip in his 
second term, where he will be visiting Senegal, South Africa, and Tanzania. The White House is 
saying that the president will be focused on trade and investment, but longtime African analyst 
Emira Woods says that such policies go hand-in-hand with militarization and extracting African 
resources. 
 
Emira Woods is a codirector of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies. She is the 
chair of the board of Africa Action and serves on the board of the Association of Concerned Africa 
Scholars. She's also a member of the American Board Association Rule of Law Initiative Africa 
Council. 
 
Thank you for joining us, Emira. 
 
EMIRA WOODS, CODIRECTOR, FOREIGN POLICY IN FOCUS, IPS: Pleasure to be with you. 
 
DESVARIEUX: So, Emira, let's first start off with what the president has on his agenda. The White 
House says that it's mostly about trade and investment. But you're saying that there's also these 
underlining issues that go hand-in-hand with such policies. Can you elaborate more? 
 
WOODS: Well, Jessica, trade and investment has happened with the Africa continent for quite some 
time, and, you know, from the days of slavery, really. But today, as you look at the global 
economy, the key issues, the key ingredients on which the global economy survives are being 
sourced from Africa. So whether it's oil or gas or uranium, these key resources, oil, gas, and mining, 



end up being the dominant factor in trade with Africa and the U.S., as well as other countries 
throughout the world. So trade and investment is not necessarily a new phenomenon when it comes 
to Africa. 
 
I think clearly what is needed now is trade and investment that doesn't just continue the status quo 
but actually provides bold leadership to ensure that communities on whose land resources lie are 
actually benefiting from investment and trade practices, that small- and medium-size enterprises 
are able to benefit, that labor rights and environmental protection standards are actually built into 
any efforts to expand areas of trade and investment with Africa. I think what is needed is just a 
whole new vision of how the U.S. engages with the continent and not just business as usual. 
 
DESVARIEUX: Well, let's talk about some of the policies that they've already enacted. At last year's 
G8 summit, there was the New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition. Can you just discuss a little 
bit about this policy? How much money are we talking about? What's at stake here? And how is this 
part of this whole problem with the same sort of initiatives being repeated in Africa's colonial past 
we're seeing here in modern-day society? 
 
WOODS: Well, I think a lot of concerns are being raised in Africa around this question of food 
sovereignty to ensure that people in communities throughout the continent--70 percent of the 
continent is reliant on agriculture and lives in the rural areas--and to ensure that people are 
actually benefiting from the resources on their land. So it sounds great when we think about this 
new alliance for food. You know, increasing yields, increasing productivity all sound fantastic. But 
if you look beyond the mask, beyond the title, what you recognize is that, you know, throughout 
the continent there has been this push now for the appropriation of Africa's land. Africa continues 
to enjoy much of the last remaining arable land on this planet. And so what you have is what many 
are calling a land grab that's underway, where U.S. and other foreign investors--it's not just U.S.; 
it's China, it's Saudi Arabia, it's a number of countries now that are investing in land in Africa. 
 
And two of the issues. First, you know, often it's communities that have been longtime residents of 
this land, you know, being now tossed off their ancestral lands, being forced out of farmlands and 
out of the rural areas altogether. I think the second concern is around biofuel production and the 
appropriation of land for really growing biofuels to feed cars, you know, as opposed to growing food 
to feed people. 
 
And, of course, the third concern is around genetically modified organisms, GMOs, and efforts by 
particularly U.S. agribusiness companies to expand their production of genetically modified foods. I 
think the concerns are often that small- and medium-size farmers, their practices to actually feed 
their families, their communities, their region will be pushed aside as large agribusiness firms, 
particularly U.S. and European companies, swoop in in efforts to appropriate land for large-scale 
agricultural production that can feed the interest of U.S. particularly biofuel industries and others 
outside of Africa. 
 
DESVARIEUX: So let's talk a little bit about President Obama and what sort of grade you would give 
him in terms of his policies in Africa, being that he is the first African-American U.S. president. 
What sort of grade would you give him, number one? And how are you perceiving there being--the 
mood there on the continent from the image that President Obama had in his first term compared 
to here in his second term? Are we seeing a shift there? 
 
WOODS: Jessica, I think I would have made a terrible teacher, because for me grading can be hard. 
I think I would probably take an average of a C if I were to give an honest assessment today. 
 
I think there was tremendous excitement when President Obama took office. It was, after after all, 



a son of Africa rising to the highest office on the planet to be president of the United States and in 
the White House, a great degree of high expectations and true joy that that historic marker had 
been made at long last. 
 
But I think since then a lot of that joy has been replaced, really, by a sense of, well, there has been 
a change in the presidency in the United States, but there is still very much a continuation of 
programs established under the Bush administration, programs like the U.S. Africa Command, 
AFRICOM, which many see as a militarization of U.S. engagement with Africa. You know, it started 
under Bush and really continued and strengthened under Obama, and a sense of frustration, maybe 
the limitations of the presidency, perhaps, but also the dominance of forces that are really 
interested in maintaining the status quo.  
 
And I think that now creates a mixed reaction where there are some that are still applauding that 
Obama is carving out time early in the second term to go to Africa, understanding the significance 
of Africa's, you know, over 1 billion people on the rise, largely young people, who are engaged in 
vibrant technologies and in a range of activities on the continent. And some are applauding the 
opportunities to spotlight that through a presidential visit to Africa. You know. But there is still a 
bit of concern and actual resentment that the high hopes have been really dashed because there 
has not been the bold leadership needed to actually change the status quo of how the U.S. engages 
with Africa to create a truly mutually beneficial relationship where Africa's rise is actually 
supported and bolstered by a visionary U.S. leadership from the White House and beyond. 
 
DESVARIEUX: Well, thank you so much for joining us, Emira. 
 
WOODS: Oh, it's always a pleasure. Thank you. 
 
DESVARIEUX: And thank you for joining us on The Real News Network. 
 
therealnews.com 
 
Emira Woods is a co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies. Ms. Woods 
is chair of the Board of Africa Action and serves on the Board of the Association of Concerned Africa 
Scholars. She is also a member of the American Bar Association Rule of Law Initiative Africa 
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In recent years, the United States has increasingly been sidelined in areas 
of deep economic transformation in Africa because US engagement with 
Africa has been primarily through militarism and military relations. The 
current visit of US President Barack Obama to Africa should be viewed 
against this background. 
 
From June 26 through July 3, 2013, for the second time in his presidency, 
Obama will be visiting Africa; specifically Senegal, South Africa and 
Tanzania. According to the White House Press Release, “The President will 
reinforce the importance that the United States places on our deep and 
growing ties with countries in sub-Saharan Africa, including through 
expanding economic growth, investment, and trade; strengthening 
democratic institutions; and investing in the next generation of African 
leaders.” [1] However, apart from this vague press release there is no 
clarity on why this trip is taking place at this particular moment. [2] 



 
President Obama’s visit comes at a moment when the world is gripped 
with the spectacle of a young American, Edward Snowden, fleeing the 
United States because he was promoting information freedom, against the 
militaristic and police state in America. With all the problems facing him 
at home – sequestration, unemployment, drums for escalating wars in Syria 
and divisions over immigration laws – Obama’s trip to Africa lacks 
substance and definition. What can he offer the continent? What does he 
bring to the table to justify his visit? 
 
Both former Presidents Bill Clinton and George W. Bush visited Africa 
during their second terms in office. When Clinton and Bush made their 
journeys to Africa, the US foreign policy establishment had been guided by 
a three-pronged mantra. These were: (a) the notion that Africa was facing 
a “threat” from international terrorists, (b) that the United States had 
strategic interests in Africa (especially with the flow of petroleum 
resources), and (c) the emerging competition with China. The crisis of 
capitalism since 2008 and the hype about petroleum and gas self-
sufficiency as a result of shale oil and new gas finds in the United States 
have added another layer to all. More importantly, the US plans for 
confronting China in Africa have been tempered by the reality that the US 
policy makers have to beseech China to continue to purchase US Treasury 
Bills. [3] 
 
In previous commentaries I have critiqued the imperial merits of Clinton’s 
and Bush’s reasons for visiting the continent. They were at least arguably 
more substantive and better articulated than Obama’s. The lack of 
specificity of Obama’s upcoming visit supports the argument advanced by 
some that as the first Black president of the United States, he has to visit 
the Africa. After all, he has visited Europe numerous times. This argument 
renders his visit nothing more than an item to be checked off his 
overarching presidential agenda. But in the context of the sidelining of US 
economic interests in Africa by other key players like China, Obama’s visit 
could be seen as one effort to boost support for US capitalists on the 
continent. Giving credence to this argument is the fact that Obama is 
visiting two of the countries also visited by the President of China, Xi 
Jinping, a few weeks ago – Tanzania and South Africa.  
 
Past presidential visits had the paternalistic agenda of lecturing Africans 
on governmental transparency, democracy, human rights, fight against 
corruption, freedom of speech, etcetera. Yet, given the current climate of 
scandals orchestrated by the media in the U.S, Obama would appear 
hypocritical in making these panned statements about supporting 
democracy in Africa. While that has not stopped past presidents, this time 
the cat is out of the bag. The multiple scandals surrounding the banks and 
the extent of the corruption of Wall Street exposed by Matt Taibbi and 
others have dwarfed any discussion of corruption in Africa. America’s 
inability to rein in the mafia-style activities of the bankers is open and in 
full view of the world audience. In this commentary I want to place 
President Obama’s African trip in the context of the depth of the political 
and economic crisis in the United States. Starting with the efforts of the 
G8 in calling for the western mining companies to follow laws and pay 
taxes, this commentary will reference the success of the Pan African 
opposition to Africom and US militarism that has predisposed the Obama 
administration to retreat from the perpetual Global War on Terror as 
conceived by the neo-conservatives. The conclusion will again call for the 
peace and justice forces to support reparative justice so that the relations 
between the citizens of the United States and the citizens of Africa can 
move in a new direction. 
 



BEYOND THE LOOTING OF AFRICAN RESOURCES 
Barack Obama won a convincing victory for a second term in November 
2012. However, despite the mandate he received from the electorate to 
break from the policies that enrich the one per cent, this second term has 
been bogged down because Obama has refused to take bold steps to join 
with the majority to confront the Wall Street moguls. Since Barack Obama 
entered the White House in January 2009, the question of which section of 
the US government directs policy towards Africa has swirled at home and 
abroad. These questions have taken on added importance in the face of 
the insurrections in Tunisia and Egypt and the instability unleashed by the 
NATO intervention in Libya. Faced with new energies for change and unity 
in Africa (most manifest in the recent African Union gatherings by many 
forces in Addis Ababa this past May), [4] the US foreign policy 
establishment has reached a fork in the road. The main drivers of US 
foreign policy: Wall Street Bankers, petroleum and the military planners 
(along with the private military/intelligence contractors) have now been 
overtaken by a sharp shift in the engine of the global economy coming out 
of Asia. As more news of the corruption of the rigged financial architecture 
is revealed, all of the states of the G77 are looking for an alternative 
financial system that can protect them from the predators of Wall 
Street.[5] 
 
With the details that traders of the biggest banks manipulated the 
benchmark foreign exchange rates involving $4.7 trillion dollars per day 
[6]coming on the heels of the LIBOR interest rate scandals after the energy 
price manipulation, [7] the peoples of Africa along with the rest of the 
world are finding out that under the current financial and political system 
there is no price that the big banks cannot exploit. It is the nature of the 
corrupted financial system to save the U.S. dollar that has driven societies 
such as South Africa into BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South 
Africa) and is hastening the evolution of an alternative financial 
architecture. The organizational thrust of the economic formation called 
BRICS, along with the creation of the BRICS Development Bank, pose a 
serious challenge to the US dollar and the International Monetary Fund. 
Obama is following the example of the Chinese president, Xi Jinping, by 
visiting South Africa to assess firsthand the political and social climate at a 
moment when all and sundry are looking for ways to get into Africa’s 
changing economic dynamic. 
 
The nervousness and anxiety of the West over the future of the U.S. 
financial dominance was quite clear from the communique issued after the 
recent 2013 G8 meeting in Ireland. Most of the points in the communique 
issued by the White House (the Lough Erne Declaration) dealt with the 
challenges coming out of Africa and the role of transnational corporations 
plundering African resources without paying taxes.[8] Prior to the G8 
meeting, the 2013 Report of the Africa Progress Panel headed by former 
Secretary General of the United Nations, Kofi Anan, called on the same G8 
leaders to police their corporations. The Panel had called for inter alia: 
 
• The G8 and the G20 to establish common rules requiring full public 
disclosure of the beneficial ownership of companies, with no exceptions.  
• Companies bidding for natural resource concessions to disclose the 
names of the people who own and control them.[9] 
 
The destructive extraction of resources from Africa is old and has taken 
new forms, as Patrick Bond reminds us in Looting Africa: The Economics of 
Exploitation.[10] For the past six decades the World Bank domination of 
economic arrangements in Africa has seen the period of dramatic capital 
flight from Africa.[11] The multi-billion dollar enterprise of looting Africa 
was at the foundation of an international system that increasingly worked 



on the basis of speculative capital. The World Bank and the IMF understood 
that the real foundations of actual resources were to be found in Africa. 
To conceal the looting and plunder, the West disguised the reality that 
Africa is a net creditor to the advanced capitalist countries (termed 
“donors” in neo-liberal parlance). For this reason (and to perpetuate the 
myths of “spurring economic growth and investment”), the United States 
government has been caught in a losing battle where new rising forces 
such as Brazil, Russia, India, China, Turkey, South Korea and other states 
offer alternatives to the structural adjustment and austerity packages. 
Barack Obama is going to Africa to boost the armaments culture of the 
United States at a moment when details of the massive corporate-
government spy operations has exposed the surveillance of citizens in all 
parts of the world in the name of fighting extremism. Citizens are finding 
out that the gathering of intelligence ultimately serves the interests of 
capital equity groups such as the Carlyle group that is involved in 
armaments, intelligence and the stock market.[12] 
 
In a period when there were frequent scandals surrounding the 
manipulations of Wall Street bankers and speculators, the US government 
was dragged into the NATO led intervention that carried out regime 
change in Libya. The execution of Colonel Muammar Gaddafi reminded 
Africans of the assassination of Patrice Lumumba and countless other 
leaders of Africa. 
 
FALLOUT FROM THE INTERVENTION IN LIBYA 
The fallout from the Libyan intervention has created insecurity and 
violence in all parts of North Africa and the Sahel, with racist elements 
within this Libyan uprising persecuting Africans as mercenaries. I have 
detailed the experiences of this intervention in the book, Global NATO and 
the Catastrophic Failure in Libya.[13] From the writers in the US academic 
establishment, the NATO intervention was a success. [14] However, decent 
peoples in all parts of the world have been outraged by the continued 
violence and the support for the murderous militias by Turkey, Qatar, and 
Saudi Arabia. The persecution of the citizens of Tawergha stands as a 
permanent repudiation to the NATO intervention in Libya. U.S policy 
makers are treating the Libyan intervention the same way they treated the 
US alliance with the apartheid system for forty years. The media and the 
intellectual establishment in the United States would like all to forget that 
the hated apartheid system had been propped up by the United States and 
her cold war allies in Europe, Saudi Arabia and Japan. African intellectuals 
and policy makers have not forgotten the support of the US foreign policy 
establishment for apartheid, for Mobutu Sese Seko in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo (DRC) and for Jonas Savimbi in Angola. 
 
The disinformation on the operations of US supported militias had been 
covered up in the press until the ambassador of the United States to Libya 
and three others were consumed by intra-militia fighting in Benghazi, 
Libya on September 11, 2012. On June 22, 2013 the New York Times 
featured a lengthy article on the flow of arms to Syria from Libya but the 
writers from the Times omitted to outline the infrastructure of support for 
the Jihadists in Syria that had been established by David Petraeus when he 
was the head of the Central Intelligence Agency. [15] We have Paula 
Broadwell to thank for exposing the fact that David Petraeus had the 
largest CIA station in North Africa in Benghazi after the NATO intervention. 
 
US POLICY IN AFRICA IN DISARRAY 
The previous justifications for US engagement had been part of the logic 
for the establishment of the US Africa Command. For a while there was the 
fiction that the United States was supporting growth and trade (via the 
Africa Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA)), but the militarization of the 



engagement with Africa intensified after then Vice President Dick Cheney’s 
energy task force had designated African petroleum as “strategic” and 
colluded with Donald Rumsfeld to establish the Africa Command 
(AFRICOM). However, there was never any support for the idea of an 
African military command. It was universally opposed in Africa (except for 
the client state of Liberia). Within the United States, progressive scholars 
in the Association of Concerned African Scholars (ACAS) called for the 
dismantling of AFRICOM. Since the debacle in Libya, the word AFRICOM has 
rarely been uttered publicly by the Obama White House. The fact that the 
Obama administration is retreating from perpetual war and is disguising 
the militaristic activities of the Wall Street cabal is one more testament to 
the power of popular organizing to oppose militarism. 
 
In June 2012, the White House issued a new policy statement on Africa. 
What was striking about this new White House Statement was that there 
was no mention of the US Africa Command. The document was titled, 
“Policy towards Sub-Saharan Africa.”[16] 
 
Many Africans did not pay much attention to this old ruse of seeking to 
divide Africa between so called sub- Saharan Africa and North Africa. The 
reality of the African Union is something that the US policy makers do not 
want to recognize; hence the State Department maintains the 
nomenclature of sub-Sahara Africa. In the new document of June 2012, the 
Obama White House spelt out four pillars of US policy towards Africa, 
repeating the talking points of George W. Bush minus the Global War on 
Terror language. “The United States will partner with sub-Saharan African 
countries to pursue the following interdependent and mutually reinforcing 
objectives: (1) strengthen democratic institutions; (2) spur economic 
growth, trade, and investment; (3) advance peace and security; and (4) 
promote opportunity and development.” In the midst of the exposures by 
Edward Snowden of the massive “architecture of oppression” that is 
embodied in the surveillance programs of the U.S., the country’s policy 
makers are now on the defensive as diplomats all over the world absorb 
the extent of the electronic surveillance program operated by the United 
States National Security Agency. 
 
When John Kerry spoke at the 50th anniversary of African Unity in Addis 
Ababa in May 2013, the U.S. Secretary of State did not mention the U.S. 
Africa Command or the War on Terror. Instead John Kerry spoke of the fact 
that his wife, Teresa Heinz Kerry, was part of the anti-apartheid struggles 
in Southern Africa when she was a student at the University of 
Witwatersrand. The Obama White House sought to build on the cultural 
capital of the U.S university system by the launch of Young African Leaders 
Initiative (YALI). According to the Obama White House the “Young African 
Leaders Initiative (YALI) is a long-term effort to invest in the next 
generation of African leaders and strengthen partnerships between the 
United States and Africa. This wide-ranging effort has been led by the 
White House and the U.S. Department of State in partnership with the U.S. 
Agency for International Development (USAID) and the Peace Corps. The 
next phase of YALI will develop a prestigious network of leaders across 
critical sectors, cement stronger ties to the United States, and offer 
follow-on leadership opportunities in Africa, with the goal of strengthening 
democratic institutions and spurring economic growth.” [17] 
 
Despite these nice words, in the era of sequestration, the Obama 
administration could not find the funds to support this Initiative and the 
State Department has been calling on American universities to bear the 
costs of the summer programs that are planned under the YALI. This 
further reveals disinterest and lack of resources by the American Congress 
to support any form of U.S. policy towards Africa on matters not related to 



militarism. While there are no funds to support educational exchange, in 
the week of June 19, 2013, the US Senate under the initiative of 
Republican Senator James Inhofe authorized, “the Department of Defense 
to obligate up to $90 million to provide logistical support to the national 
military forces of Uganda to mitigate or eliminate the threat posed by the 
Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) and bring an end to the murderous campaign 
of LRA leader Joseph Kony.”[18] This clear support of the conservatives in 
the United States for the Yoweri Museveni government in Kampala, under 
the guise of fighting Kony, comes at a moment when the Museveni 
leadership is being challenged, even from its own officer corps. [19] More 
importantly, Republican Senator James Inhofe and the conservatives who 
initiated this new authorization are bent on supporting a regime where 
there are elements who believe that same-gender loving persons should be 
put to death. 
 
Jihadists from the Sahel, Kony in East Africa and Al Shabab of Somalia are 
the elements mentioned when there is talk from the foreign policy 
establishment that Africa is being overrun by terrorists and that the US 
need to deploy AFRICOM. These forces have been pressuring the United 
States government to brand Boko Haram, the extreme Islamic 
fundamentalists in Nigeria, as a Foreign Terrorist Organization. There has 
been so much opposition to this designation that the White House has 
recoiled from making this decision, and instead has designated three of 
the leaders of this organization as terrorists. 
 
There were enough concerned scholars and activists who understood that 
naming the organization as terrorists would have been counterproductive 
with far-reaching negative consequences for Africa and for future relations 
between the United States and Africans. The experiences of the up and 
down relationship with groups in North Africa designated as terrorists has 
meant that many activists have been wary of way that the terrorism label 
has been deployed in Africa. In the past two years, there have been 
numerous press reports of heightened US military engagement in Africa. 
Reports in the Washington Post on the rising pressures of militarization 
carry the views of sections of the Pentagon with little reference to the 
actual balance of forces on the ground in the particular African societies 
where the US military and Central Intelligence Agency are supposed to be 
operating. [20] 
 
OBAMA AS COMMANDER IN CHIEF OF AN IMPERIAL STATE 
While the novelty of the fact that Obama is the first African American 
President is wearing off, the reality has sunk in that Obama has been 
trapped by the power of the corporate bankers and entrenched imperial 
interests that must be safeguarded in order for the US to maintain its 
empire. When U.S. Attorney General Eric Holder was testifying before the 
Senate Judiciary Committee about the corruption of the banks he stated, 
“I am concerned that the size of some of these institutions becomes so 
large that it does become difficult for us to prosecute them.” Prosecutors, 
he said, must confront the problem that “if you do prosecute, if you do 
bring a criminal charge, it will have a negative impact on the national 
economy, perhaps even the world economy. And I think that is a function 
of the fact that some of these institutions have become too large.”[21] 
 
When Obama entered the White House in January 2009, Secretary of the 
Treasury Timothy Geithner advised him that prosecuting the banks would 
have a negative impact on the world economy. Since that time, instead of 
nationalizing the banks, Barack Obama has been prisoner to the alliance 
between two of the least regulated sectors of the U.S. society: the banks 
and the military. In the light of the massive surveillance by the US 
government, Special Forces fomenting instability, secret prisons and 



targeted killings by drones, there have been some in the peace and justice 
forces who have proclaimed that Obama is worse than his predecessors, 
and some are now comparing Obama to former President Richard Nixon. In 
fact, some of the Republicans have ventured to say that George W. Bush 
had a friendlier foreign policy towards Africa. 
 
Gary Yonge in the Guardian made the excellent argument in pointing out 
that Barack Obama is the Commander in Chief of the United States and is 
captive to US imperial power. In the article titled, “Is Obama Worse than 
Bush? That's Beside the Point,”[22] Yonge traced the statements of Obama 
the candidate to the realities of Obama as the President of the United 
States. His argument, that it is beside the point whether Obama is worse 
than Bush, is worth considering in light of the reality that the capitalist 
crisis facing the United States is far worse than when Bush was President 
2001-2009. I will agree that the conditions of the repressive nature of the 
state have intensified in the midst of the global insecurity of capital, but 
where I would differ with Yonge would be for the progressive forces to 
intensify the efforts to hold the bankers accountable so that the militarists 
and the bankers do not take the world into other military catastrophes. 
 
No doubt, conceptually and as a matter of principles and worldview, 
Obama is no Bush or Nixon and is different from the neo-cons. But his job 
description as President of the United States is to preserve the same 
American empire that Bush and the hawkish beneficiaries of the country’s 
military-financial-information complex have sought to protect by every 
means necessary. So Obama is trapped between his liberal 
worldview/principles and the demands of his job as the preserver-in-chief 
of the American empire. 
 
When Obama was a presidential candidate for the first time, he was fond 
of saying that he understands Africa. He found out clearly in the debacle 
of Libya and Benghazi that whatever his understanding, it will only go so 
far unless he stands up to the foreign policy establishment. This he has 
refused to do and has surrounded himself with those elements of the 
intellectual and academic circuits that had supported apartheid. 
 
Recently, Obama appointed Susan Rice as the National Security Adviser. 
Rice had been groomed in anti-communism by the Madeline Albright and 
Clinton factions of the establishment. When Susan Rice was student at 
Oxford in the 1980s, she reputedly looked the other way when students 
such as Tajudeen Abdul Raheem were opposing apartheid. She was a 
member of the ignominious Bill Clinton national security team that 
pressured the United Nations not to intervene at the time of the Rwanda 
genocide in 1994. Yet, this same Susan Rice along with Hilary Clinton and 
Samantha Powers were at the forefront of pushing for the US engagement 
with France and Britain to destroy Libya in 2011. This same Obama has 
appointed Samantha Powers to be the ambassador of the United States to 
the United Nations. Obama is again showing that the US policies towards 
Africa are in disarray. The old pseudo humanitarianism of Powers and Rice 
has been overtaken by the hothouse of investors trekking to Africa rolling 
out projects to change Africa. 
 
In his first trip to Africa in 2009, Obama had travelled to Cairo where he 
spoke of the linkages between all peoples, paying attention to the fact 
that “as a student of history, I also know civilization's debt to Islam.”[23] 
One month after that speech, Barack Obama spoke in Accra, Ghana about 
his links to Africa and the heritage of the struggles for freedom in all parts 
of Africa. Since those two journeys in June and July 2009, Obama has had 
to hide his understanding of Africa because he has been faced with a racist 
group called the Birthers who claim that he was born in Kenya and is 



therefore illegitimate as a President. There is another strong constituency 
that alleges that Obama is a Muslim. Obama can rightly claim his Irish 
heritage from his mother’s side, but is mortally afraid of making any 
statement that may suggest that he is familiar with the political struggles 
in Africa. 
 
We know from the book by Richard Wolffe, Renegade: The Making of a 
President, that during the height of the Democratic Party primary battles 
in Iowa in January 2008, Obama had invited his sister, Auma Obama, to 
Iowa so that he could be kept abreast of the social forces behind the 
violence in Kenya at the time. When he drove around Iowa, his sister was 
briefing him on the issues that sparked the opposition to the theft of the 
elections. While preoccupied with the Iowa caucuses he was calling Kenya, 
reaching out to Desmond Tutu and taking an active role in seeking an end 
to the incredible violence that took hundreds of lives.[24] 
 
Since 2009 the Kenyans have been building a massive airport at Kisumu so 
that Air Force One could land in Western Kenya. This was in anticipation of 
the visit of Obama to visit his relatives. All of the planning for a Kenyan 
visit has had to be put on hold because of the outstanding questions of the 
initiators of the chilling violence that overtook Kenya in January 2008. 
Obama has instead opted to visit neighboring Tanzania. 
 
STRUGGLES WITHIN THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION OVER THE 
MILITARIZATION OF AFRICA  
I have written extensively elsewhere about the statements of the Obama 
administration over ending perpetual war. In December last year I 
commented on the debates within the military and foreign policy 
establishment. [25] On May 23, 2012 Obama gave his own speech at the 
National Defense University where he was carrying forward the line of Jeh 
Johnson after Johnson was pushed out of the Pentagon. But by the time of 
the May 23 speech, the Obama administration had been overtaken by the 
details of the massive police state apparatus that had been overseen by 
the National Security Agency (NSA). Hence, in the May 23 speech Obama 
attempted to defend the targeted killings with drones while also calling for 
a scaling back on the War on Terror. Exposing the weakness of his 
administration in failing to close down the dreaded Guantanamo prison, 
Obama stated, “History will cast a harsh judgment on this aspect of our 
fight against terrorism and those of us who fail to end it. Imagine a future 
10 years from now or 20 years from now when the United States of 
America is still holding people who have been charged with no crime on a 
piece of land that is not part of our country … Is this who we are?... Is that 
the America we want to leave our children?” 
 
The hawks within the foreign policy establishment who had pushed the 
Obama administration into the Libyan intervention understand full well 
that Obama has yielded his capacity to provide leadership out of this 
current crisis of the system and the attendant militarism. The peace and 
social justice forces have not yet fully grasped the fact that it is up to the 
peace movement to delegitimize the militarism that is now engulfing the 
United States as the Obama administration cave in to John McCain, Bill 
Clinton and the military-financial-information complex to support the 
Jihadists in Syria. It is no news that Al Qaeda forms the bulk of the 
Jihadists in Syria, and only on June 21, 2013 it was reported that 
authorities in Spain had arrested Al Qaeda elements recruiting fighters for 
the Jihadist cause in Syria.[26] It was more than 8 years ago when Seymour 
Hersh revealed the advanced plans for the war against Iran. Col. Lawrence 
Wilkerson has stated more than once that the arming of Syrian rebels will 
be a backdoor to the war against Iran.[27] Barack Obama had opposed this 
plan for immediate war with Iran and fired James Mattis as the head of the 



US Central Command. In the absence of a robust peace movement, the 
private equity forces want to keep the order books going for military 
contracting so the expansion of wars in the Middle East will be the answer 
for the winding down of an unpopular war in Afghanistan. 
 
Barack Obama is travelling to Africa at a moment when African 
progressives are completely opposed to the support for the Jihadists in 
Syria. As Samir Amin rightly expressed, one cannot be opposed to terrorists 
in Mali and support the same elements in Aleppo. Obama’s remarks on May 
23 were characterized by a basic contradiction. He sought to defend drone 
assassinations worldwide, while at the same time essentially 
acknowledging their illegality and the illegality of much of what the 
American government has done over the past decade. Obama is travelling 
to Africa without resolving the outstanding contradictions of repudiating 
US militarization of Africa. 
 
FOREIGN POLICY AND DOMESTIC POLICIES 
It is important to restate the obvious that the thrust of US foreign policy 
towards Africa will be shaped by its domestic policies towards Africans 
inside the United States. It remains a truism that the foreign policy of any 
society is a reflection of its domestic policies. Currently, the US policy 
towards Africa is not different from the racist and militaristic position 
inside the urban areas of the United States where the majority of African 
descendants reside. Unemployment in the United States is highest inside 
the black and brown communities. Africans inside the United States are 
warehoused in the massive prison industrial complex which is one sub set 
of the military financial complex. While the banks are being rescued and 
given a handsome US $85 billion every month as part of a stimulus 
package, the poor are bearing the costs of the crisis, schools are being 
closed, and hundreds of millions of dollars are spent on more prison 
construction.[28] The lesson of the complete takeover of the city of 
Detroit shows that the capitalists have no respect for democracy. Obama 
cannot go to support democracy in Africa when there is no democracy in 
Detroit. 
 
The Obama administration has been trapped by the history and practices 
of financial industry, the military intelligence corporations and the 
petroleum companies. From very early in 2009, the Obama administration 
understood that financial innovation was not socially valuable. Slowly it 
was being revealed in books and in commentaries that much of what 
investment bankers do is socially worthless.[29] These same books and 
economists have been warning that the current neo-liberal forms of 
financialization will lead to another financial meltdown.[30] It is now 
becoming clear that the World Bank is itself inextricably linked to this web 
of finance and that when the White House writes that the US will be 
“Expanding African Capacity to Effectively Access and Benefit from Global 
Markets,” this is a code for the private equity industry. 
 
Despite this knowledge of the socially worthless basis of the market driven 
polices, the intellectual infrastructures of the Africanist enterprise have 
written reams of papers seeking to divert attention from the exploitation, 
joblessness, homelessness and brutalities that sparked the popular 
uprisings in Egypt and Tunisia. Strategic think tanks in the United States 
have been reflecting on the implications of the revolutionary processes 
underway in Africa. The intellectuals and consultants have drawn up 
“stress tests” to measure the susceptibility of particular African societies 
to revolutionary insurrections. Those conjuring the “stress tests” are quite 
aware of the scholarly output as well as the activists who are now standing 
up for Africa.[31] It is in this context of the African Awakening where the 
same intellectuals and consultants who have never questioned the 



assassination of leaders such as Patrice Lumumba are putting forward 
stress tests for certain African governments. Reporters from the 
mainstream media such as the Washington Post who are unfamiliar with 
the recent history of Africa would not know that the heightened US 
intelligence operations are precisely in those societies where the strategic 
thinkers were placing stress tests.[32] I have argued that the social forces 
in the United States who support peace cannot be carried away by the 
number of articles and Congressional subventions for the US military and 
the Africom. 
 
Official statements from the US Africa Command about peacekeeping and 
humanitarianism in Africa have been silent on the warfare and plunder in 
the Eastern Congo where the military allies of the United States, Rwanda 
and Uganda have been indicted for looting the natural resources of the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo. This week John Kerry as the Secretary 
of State appointed former Senator Russ Feingold of Wisconsin as the 
Special Envoy to the DRC. However, this is too little and too late because 
the AU has made a clear decision to upset the planning of those external 
forces who want to dismember the DRC. Compared with countries such as 
Brazil, South Korea, Australia and China that are engaging with Africa for 
substantive economic relations and infrastructural development, the 
realities of US policy toward Africa seem to suggest that the US has nothing 
to offer, other than military relations. The United States is peripheral to 
the major plans for the unification of Africa that are being rolled out in 
every region and coordinated by the United Nations Economic Commission 
for Africa (UNECA). In a changed world situation, the United States will 
continue to be sidelined in areas of deep economic transformation in 
Africa in so far as US engagement with Africa is primarily through military 
relations. It is the task of serious peace activists to bring out the 
contradictions of US military engagement with Africa so that the Obama 
White House will be explicit in its position on the US Africa command. 
 
REPARATIVE JUSTICE FOR AFRICANS AT HOME AND ABROAD 
The legacies of enslavement, colonialism and apartheid dominate the 
social landscape in Africa. Recent scholarship on the health impacts of 
enslavement have pointed out the contemporary health questions in the 
African community in the West that emanate directly from slavery. [33] 
Harriet Washington in the excellent book, Medical Apartheid: The Dark 
History of Medical Experimentation on Black Americans from Colonial 
Times to the Present [34] has deepened our understanding of how many of 
the health practices of contemporary western medicine can be traced back 
to the era of enslavement. For the past thirty years Africans at home and 
abroad have made it clear that there can be no genuine engagement with 
the West until there is a clear apology for the Trans-Atlantic Slave Trade 
and until real efforts are made for repair. When Africans and their allies 
made the case for the apology at the World Conference against Racism in 
Durban in 2011, the West intervened and pressured Presidents Thabo Mbeki 
of South Africa, Olusegun Obasanjo of Nigeria and Abdoulaye Wade of 
Senegal to repudiate the call for reparations, and instead push for a 
program called New Partnership for Africa's Development (NEPAD). The so 
called Millennium Development Goals were also placed as a diversion from 
the calls of the World Conference against Racism (WCAR) for the western 
history books to accept that the slave trade constituted a crime against 
humanity. The Obama administration in 2009 cooperated with the old 
State Department hands to undermine the efforts of the 2009 U.N. Durban 
Review Conference, which was a follow-Up to the 2001 U.N. World 
Conference against Racism. However, Africans in every part of the planet 
remain tenacious that this matter of the slave trade will forever hold back 
humanity. 
 



Kenyans have also shown the same tenacity by their efforts to hold the 
British government responsible for the crimes carried out by the British 
army when they attempted to crush the struggles against colonialism. 
 
INOPPORTUNE TIME FOR OBAMA’S VISIT 
It is time for the dismantling of AFRICOM and for Africans to redefine the 
relations where the US will start from apologizing for the assassination of 
Patrice Lumumba and the associated acts of destabilization of Africa over 
the past fifty years. In those fifty years, the US undermined the processes 
of self-determination, supported the apartheid regimes in Southern Africa 
(Namibia, South Africa and Zimbabwe along with the Portuguese colonial 
forces in Angola and Mozambique), supported Jonas Savimbi for over 
twenty years, intervened in Somalia, destabilized the DRC by supporting 
Mobutu Sese Seko or thirty years, and most recently supported NATO to 
create havoc in Libya. At the most recent meeting of the African Union in 
Addis Ababa in May 2013, there were clear statements from the grassroots 
for the immediate unification of Africa. The confidence of the Global Pan 
African Family was clearly on display. The Obama administration 
understands the deep desires for change in Africa. Many of the current 
leaders who occupy office in Africa are teetering on the brink of 
extinction. There must be a break from the old US policy towards Africa 
that propped up tyrants and looters. While the media is complaining about 
the cost of the trip, the progressive intellectuals and activists in the US 
and in Africa must organize to oppose militarism and plunder in Africa. 
This is an inopportune moment for Obama to travel to Africa unless he is 
going to repudiate the growing police state that he is supervising. The 
mainstream establishment of the United States of America has nothing 
substantial other than militarism to offer Africa. This trip to Africa is a PR 
effort to solidify his legacy and garner waning support from his base in the 
United States. 
 
Ultimately, President Obama must understand that in a changed world 
situation where the international system is being reconfigured by the 
awakening caused by the youths’ revolutionary energy and the emergence 
of China and other key players in Africa, to become relevant on the 
continent, the US must change its policy from that of militarism to one 
that supports the aspirations of ordinary Africans: education, healthcare, 
infrastructure, environmental repair, and decent livelihoods. 
www.pambazuka.org 
 
EDITORS NOTE 
Due some technical hitches we decided to leave out the full list of the end 
notes of this article. 
 
Horace Campbell is Professor of African American Studies and Political 
Science, Syracuse University. Campbell is also the Special Invited Professor 
of International Relations at Tsinghua University, Beijing. He is the author 
of Global NATO and the Catastrophic Failure in Libya: Lessons for Africa in 
the Forging of African Unity, Monthly Review Press, New York 2013 

 

Obama’s second term is sinking fast 

 
 

 
 

Patrick Ayers, Socialist Alternative (CWI supporters in the US) 26 June 2013 
 
Following a big political defeat on gun control in April, the White House 
found itself on the defensive for two straight weeks in May, with a string of 
scandals around Benghazi, the IRS targeting of Tea Party groups, and 



revelations that AP phone records had been searched by administration 
officials. “[T]he latest furors,” wrote the NY Times, “could harden an 
impression of an Obama presidency that has expanded the reach of 
government further than many Americans would like,” (5/16/2013).  
 
The NY Times wrote this before Edward Snowden and Glenn Greenwald 
leaked secret NSA documents in June, detailing one of the most extensive 
domestic surveillance programs in history. After this, the NY Times 
editorial page wrote, “The administration has now lost all credibility on 
this issue,” (6/6/2013).  
 
Disappointment  
For millions of workers, women, people of color, LGBTQ people, and 
others, it’s not just scandals and executive power at issue. There were 
real hopes following Obama’s re-election and the defeat of the Republican 
billionaire Mitt Romney that a more progressive agenda might be pursued 
in the second term.  
 
Instead, Obama proposed historic cuts to Social Security. He signed the 
National Defense Authorization Act, widening the powers of the military on 
domestic soil. Amid growing hunger strikes, he’s continued to keep 
Guantanamo open five years after he promised to close it. His 
administration has continued the program of drone strikes, attempted to 
stop Plan B from being sold over-the-counter, and furiously pursued the 
prosecution of Bradley Manning.  
 
To the chagrin of the labor movement and hotel workers, Obama 
appointed Hyatt hotel magnate Penny Pritzker as Commerce Secretary. 
With her estimated worth of $1.85 billion, Obama now has the wealthiest 
presidential cabinet member in history.  
 
While this billionaire hailing from Obama’s hometown of Chicago was 
rewarded with a cabinet spot, Obama did absolutely nothing to help 
parents, teachers, and students in Chicago with their struggle to stop 
Democratic Mayor Rahm Emanuel’s drive to close 50 public schools in May. 
Does this not speak volumes about who Obama’s real friends are?  
 
Obama’s post-election bump has been completely erased in polls, and he’s 
facing vocal opposition from former supporters. Michelle Obama was 
heckled at a fundraiser in Washington State by a former campaign 
supporter and LGBTQ rights activists demanding an executive order ending 
discrimination in federal hiring. Former Obama adviser Van Jones has 
sharply criticized Obama on the Keystone XL pipeline, telling CNN they 
ought to call it the “Obama Tar Sands Pipeline!”  
 
Edward Snowden explained in The Guardian that he leaked the NSA 
documents because of his own disappointment with Obama. He “watched 
as Obama advanced the very policies that I thought would be reined in,” 
and as a result, “I got hardened,” (6/9/2013).  
 
Anger and Discontent  
Beneath this disappointment is massive anger and discontent building up in 
U.S. society, which is the single most important factor in U.S. politics 
today. It’s what gave birth to the Occupy movement in Obama’s first term, 
and it promises more upheavals in the months and years ahead.  
 
At the root of this discontent is the historic problem facing U.S. 
capitalism, mired in debt and sluggish growth after decades of stagnating 
living standards. This is feeding a conflict between the expectations of 
working people in the richest country in history and the “new normal” of 



unemployment, poverty, low-wages, debt, dysfunctional health care, 
environmental disaster, and ever-increasing attacks on democratic rights.  
 
There is also deepening anger at both parties and the dysfunctional nature 
of the government. Polls show around 60% of Americans disapprove of the 
job done by Democrats in Congress, while more than 67% disapprove of the 
job done by Republicans (pollingreport.com, 6/6/2013).  
 
This discontent was not as visible on the streets in 2012 and was partially 
channeled into a highly polarized election, with many progressives seeing 
the electoral defeat of the right wing as the most important task. But with 
the elections out of the way, protest is on the rise. A recent article in 
CounterPunch by Kevin Zeese and Margaret Flowers showed in detail a 
growing curve of protest across the U.S., from small direct actions at local 
state houses to mass protests (“Popular Resistance Percolates Throughout 
the Land,” 5/17/2013).  
 
Emerging Movements  
The growth of struggle in the streets includes the biggest environmental 
protest in U.S. history against the Keystone XL pipeline back in February. 
Following that, we saw a campaign to pressure colleges to divest from 
fossil fuel corporations spread to over 400 campuses, adding up to the 
beginnings of a new environmental movement. This has the potential to 
radicalize a new generation on the environment – and Obama, particularly 
if he goes ahead with the Keystone XL pipeline.  
 
Fast-food worker protests and workplace actions have spread from New 
York City, across the Midwest, and to the West Coast. There will likely be 
more protests by low-wage workers in the coming months, including 
Walmart workers. And widespread outrage following the horrendous 
Steubenville events showed the potential for a new women’s movement to 
develop.  
 
In May, tens of thousands rallied across the U.S. against Monsanto and 
genetically modified food. In Philadelphia, thousands of students walked 
out of class against school closures. The Chicago Teachers Union also led a 
three-day march of thousands against school closures, while Seattle 
teachers won a victory against standardized testing after they refused to 
administer Seattle’s MAP test earlier this year.  
 
These struggles are only the early tremors of bigger struggles to come. As 
Socialist Alternative has explained before, Obama’s second term will 
inevitably further expose the role of his administration and the Democratic 
Party as loyal props of the 1%. This does not preclude that under public 
pressure or a growing crisis, Obama may be driven into adopting more 
“populist” rhetoric yet again, and even pushing for some reforms.  
 
But there are also potential dangers from the right. In 2010, we saw the 
disappointment with Obama’s bank-bailout-filled first term provide fuel 
for the emergence of the Tea Party. If a clear working-class-based 
alternative is not built in the coming period, then right-wing elements like 
Rand Paul and others will inevitably benefit from the growing discontent 
under Obama in 2014, whipping up sexism, racism, attacks on immigrants, 
and homophobia.  
 
The months and years ahead will see growing numbers of working people 
turn to protest and struggle, and it will open a historic opportunity for 
socialists and supporters of independent working-class politics. It is vital 
we seize this chance to rally support for an alternative to this rotten 
system.  



www.socialistworld.net 

 

Mandela and Snowden 

 
 

 
 

Two Heroes With More In Common Than We Know 
Danny Schechter 25 June 2013 
 
It’s been called “The Long Goodbye” with the world press updating their 
updates hourly on Nelson Mandela’s health status with lots of speculation 
about when he will pass on. Now that he has been diagnosed as “critical,” 
he may not have long.  
 
The massive media interest in Mandela is a remarkable tribute to a very 
special man who helped undo apartheid while thrilling the world with his 
courage as the prisoner who became a President.  
 
Its been said that Mandela has become, after Coca-Cola, the second best 
known brand in the world so perhaps the media focus is understandable 
given his high approval numbers and status in the pantheon of liberators. 
What other ailing political leader gets this kind of sustained attention?  
 
Widely accepted heroes in the world are in short supply these days as we 
can see also from the media treatment of whistleblower Edward Snowden 
who many also view as a hero --a majority of those surveyed -- while, 
curiously, a majority of the media punditocracy takes a more cynical view. 
 
Many of our “thought leaders” ask if he isn’t really a traitor to be 
prosecuted rather than an information liberator to be hailed. The host of 
the “Meet The Press” program even asked Glenn Greenwald, who has been 
reporting on the story, “Why shouldn’t you be in jail.”  
 
Media insiders in high places tend to be deferential and protective of 
government officials and detest rebels. They are part of the 
establishment, not critics of it.  
 
Clearly these two stories are very different, but there are some parallels 
that almost no one in the media has commented on.  
 
Both men are heroes to those who believe in freedom—the right to be free 
from racist laws in one case, and onerous spying in another.  
 
Both men stood up against the powers to be. One was prosecuted and 
jailed; the other soon may be.  
 
One was a radical movement and political liberation fighter. The other is 
more the loner and electronic liberation guerrilla, but also seen as part of 
a loose anarchistic affinity network that includes Bradley Manning, 
Wikileaks, Anonymous and many politically-conscious hactivists.  
 
We can’t forget that Mandela was branded a terrorist for years, and hidden 
from media view. He was tried for treason, and acquitted in a widely 
condemned trial in an apartheid era Court that, in retrospect, may have 
been fairer than the ones Manning and his band of brothers faces.  
 
Snowden has now been denounced for treason and is now in the media eye 
but also the target of top politicians and the media sycophants that take 
them seriously and who question his motives and impact.  



 
In both cases, their two examples excite admirers who shower them with 
praise for a gutsy defense of liberty.  
 
South Africa’s President Jacob Zuma—who has, in many ways, betrayed 
Mandela’s moral mandates--nevertheless says his country not only admires 
him but needs him:  
 
"We need him to be with us,” he said. "We are all feeling it, that our 
president, the real father of democracy in South Africa is in the hospital.” 
Snowden’s followers seem to be expressing a similar need for someone like 
the crafty Snowden to challenge Big Brother.  
 
What many in the media chose not to remind us is that South Africa’s “real 
father of democracy” was actually caught and imprisoned, thanks to a tip 
from the very forces Snowden is fighting.  
 
It was the CIA that had been tracking Mandela -- with the less 
sophisticated surveillance technologies available then -- and who tipped 
South Africa’s secret police as to his whereabouts.  
 
A June 10, 1990, New York Times report “quoted an unidentified retired 
official who said that a senior CIA officer told him shortly after Mr. 
Mandela’s arrest, ‘We have turned Mandela over to the South African 
security branch. We gave them every detail, what he would be wearing, 
the time of day, just where he would be.’”  
 
AP quoted Paul Eckel, then a senior CIA operative, as boasting that 
Mandela’s capture “was one of our greatest coups.” There were some 
earlier press reports in the 80’s about this CIA role too but they never 
triggered the scandal they should have.  
 
Somehow, it was considered acceptable then that a secret US agency was 
in collusion with a white racist state battling freedom fighters.  
 
This is a connection between Snowden and Mandela that may explain why 
American “intelligence” tends so often to be on the wrong side, or maybe 
just is the wrong side. Clearly our intelligence overlords had as their 
priority then what they do today: the protection of the global status quo.  
 
More recently, cables released by Wikileaks published by five leading 
newspapers worldwide exposed private conversations with Mandela about 
his desire to meet Margaret Thatcher and correct her attitudes towards 
the South African struggle.  
 
Another released cable exposed plans by then State President F.W. Deklerk 
to free Mandela—before those plans were made public. 
 
Clearly we were spying on them but again, the US seems to have been 
protecting the guardians of white power.  
 
Now the tables seem to have turned -- at least in some respects, because 
of the courage of whistleblowers who took on a government committed to 
massive spying. 
 
Despite his many detractors in the intelligence ‘business,’ and its 
supporters in Congress and rationalizers in the press, Snowden’s actions 
seems to have turned him into a popular figure, writes Gary Stamper:  
 
“Edward Snowden…is coming across as the all-American hero according to 



a poll today that showed 70% support for him and his actions with the 
American public. Compare that with the popularity of Congress who is 
mostly calling for Snowden’s Bradley Manning moment. If he continues to 
elude the CIA and American Security Apparatus can’t catch him soon, his 
stock will soar as Americans pretty much love a heroic underdog.  
 
“One of the reporters from the Guardian newspaper who arranged with 
Snowden to meet in Hong Kong for interviews told the Associated Press 
that he had been contacted by “countless people” offering to pay for 
“anything [Snowden] might need.”  
 
The 94-year-old Mandela and the 29-year-old Snowden come from different 
parts of the world and fought differently in different eras.  
 
Already, Congressman Ron Paul, the libertarian who Snowden supported 
with a campaign donation is fearing for his life, saying, “I'm worried about, 
somebody in our government might kill him with a cruise missile or a drone 
missile… we live in a bad time where American citizens don't even have 
rights and that they can be killed, but the gentlemen is trying to tell the 
truth about what's going on."  
 
The while world is watching as Snowden so far eludes capture; Mandela, 
when underground, had been branded the “Black Pimpernel” when he 
avoided capture until the CIA turned him in.  
 
Today, millions of Mandela’s supporters are bracing for the end of his life 
because of his age and an infirmity he contracted in prison.  
 
He is a political genius, fortunately, with good genes that allowed him to 
live long enough to complete what he called his ‘long walk to freedom.’ 
He has written that that journey is not over for South Africa, even though 
it may be ending for him.  
 
Snowden knows his travails may just be starting as he becomes an 
international outlaw, but one with access to secrets that the powerful 
want to keep secret. He faces many challenges to stay one step ahead of 
his pursuers who are indignant because he has so far outmaneuvered them. 
 
Mandela not only has heath issues but also a family revolt on his hands 
with two daughters suing his lawyer and close friend who are administering 
a trust that he set up, looking for money for themselves.  
 
What is widely perceived as their greed is evidence of how the values 
Mandela fought fore are being corrupted in the new South Africa. When he 
was more politically active Mandela spoke out against this betrayal of the 
struggle that was his life.  
 
Snowden’s stance grew out of his sense that the public was being abused 
by the rise of a technocratic and out of control surveillance leviathan.  
 
In their own ways, and in their own times, both Mandela (whose exploits 
will be featured in a major motion picture, out this fall) and Snowden have 
seized the public imagination.  
 
Both are Rebels of Our Times. Both were denounced and denigrated for 
opposing governmental abuse, and yet remain widely respected and 
admired.  
www.zcommunications.org 
 
News Dissector Danny Schechter edits Mediachannel.org and blogs at 



Newsdissector.net. He has made 7 documentaries about Mandela., and in 
the 1960’s was spied on by the FBI, CIA and NSA. Comments to 
dissector@mediachannel.org 

 

Assemblies Emerging In Turkey 

 
 

 
 

A Lesson In Democracy 
Jérôme Roos 24 June 2013  
 
Something quite amazing is happening in Istanbul. In addition to the silent 
“standing man” actions around the country, people’s assemblies are slowly 
starting to emerge in different neighborhoods across the city. As in Spain, 
Greece and the Occupy encampments before, the protesters in Turkey are 
starting to counter-pose their own form of direct democracy to the sham 
of a democracy proposed by Erdogan’s authoritarian neoliberal state. If 
there was ever any doubt, this shows how deeply intertwined the global 
struggles truly are. 
 
As the state launches its merciless witch hunt on protesters, activists and 
Tweeters, thousands of people are starting to gather in dignity in various 
public spaces. As Oscar ten Houten reports from on the ground in Istanbul, 
the Be?ikta? Assembly in Abbasaga park, which has been going on for days, 
tripled its number of participants on Tuesday night, with a total of ten 
popular assemblies taking place in Istanbul alone and at least one more in 
Izmir. As Oscar writes on his great blog (which he started at the 
occupation of Puerta del Sol in Madrid in 2011): 
 
These meetings have nothing to do with Taksim Solidarity any more. They 
are spontaneous initiatives by local people who are fed up with Erdogan’s 
disregard for the Turkish citizens, their rights and freedoms, their history, 
beliefs and traditions. … We arrive in Kad?köy, and truly, I couldn’t believe 
this was happening. Well over two thousand people were gathered on the 
green, to express their anger with the government’s eviction of Gezi, and 
to share their hope for a better Turkey. Like anywhere else, it was a cross 
section of the population, which included all races and creeds. 
 
Interestingly, the members of the popular assemblies in Turkey use the 
same hand-signs as the indignados, indicating that some of the methods 
were directly inspired by the real democracy protests in Spain. This, in 
turn, seems to confirm the idea we raised very early on in the Turkish 
uprising, and a claim that many Turkish activists have been making from 
the very start: namely that this movement is not just a local or national 
protest, but part of a global struggle against the subverted nature of 
representative capitalist democracy and for real democracy and total 
liberation. 
 
What, then, is real democracy? Obviously it’s difficult to have a 
straightforward answer to such a complex question, seeing that different 
people will interpret the idea (and the ideal) differently. It is quite easy, 
however, to identify what it is not. Democracy stands for the rule of the 
people. As a result, when corporate interests and religious delusions begin 
to dominate government, that is not democracy. In fact, when a small 
elite of elected politicians is delegated to speak on behalf of the rest, that 
is not the rule of the people but their representation. 
 
The worldwide experiments with direct democracy — in the form of 
horizontal self-organization through popular assemblies, decentralized 



mutual aid networks, thematic working groups, and so on — provide a 
glimpse of what another world could look like. Of course, none of this is to 
say that the protesters have a blueprint in hand for the ideal revolutionary 
society; but they are actively testing and trying out different models to 
see how large groups of people can effectively organize themselves 
without hierarchical and centralized leadership. 
 
Last year, when shooting our first ROAR documentary – Utopia on the 
Horizon – in Athens, we interviewed Manolis Glezos, the 90-year-old Greek 
WWII resistance hero who is currently an MP for the coalition of the radical 
left. Glezos experimented with direct democracy when he was the mayor 
of a village on the island of Naxos. Even though Glezos still believes that a 
parliament controlled by popular forces can help activists on the ground, 
he insists that the citizens’ revolution as such cannot proceed if the people 
do not organize themselves from below. 
 
So what about the popular assemblies in Syntagma Square, Puerta del Sol 
and Zuccotti Park? Was that real democracy? When we asked Glezos, he 
looked at us with an amused smile on his face, and — to our great surprise 
— just said: “No. This is not democracy. How can a few thousand people 
assembled in a square claim to speak on behalf of the millions that live in 
the region? This is not democracy — it’s a lesson in democracy. If this 
movement wants to survive, its direct democratic models will need to 
spread to the neighborhoods and to the working places. Only then will we 
start seeing the emergence of a genuinely democratic society.” 
 
What Glezos is saying, in other words, is that for direct democracy to 
work, the assemblies need to be radicalized and extended into the working 
places in the form of workers’ self-management, as in the inspiring case of 
the Vio.Me factory in Greece. Obviously, none of this will be enough to 
overthrow the capitalist state as such; but it is a starting point to help 
engage people in different forms of decision-making, different forms of 
production, and different ways of being, thinking and interacting. In a 
word, it is about building the social foundations of self-organization that 
will allow us to replace the oppressive institutions of the capitalist state 
when the time comes. 
 
But there is something more. The direct democracy of the squares is also 
about saying that we cannot wait for some distant revolution to overthrow 
the capitalist system. We are currently facing a global humanitarian 
tragedy, an ecological disaster and a profound social and political crisis. 
We have to act now. We cannot rely on corporate elites to do this for us. 
We cannot trust in political representatives to take the process ahead. The 
only ones we can trust are ourselves. We, the people, will have to carry 
this revolution forward. Starting now. 
 
Still, on a more humble level — yet perhaps the most important of all — we 
should be careful not to fetishize direct democracy. At the end of the day, 
the assembly is a very simple phenomenon: it is about ordinary people 
craving to be heard and to have a say in their lives. Assemblies are a way 
to allow those who have been shut up for years to finally stand up in 
dignity and to speak their voice — and be heard. It is about recovering our 
collective sense of humanity from the rapacious claws and unrepresentive 
institutions of the capitalist state. 
 
As such, the assemblies are a beautiful and crucial form of social 
engagement and political participation. In the future, they may well be 
expanded to cover more and more segments of the population. But even in 
these moments of elation, when we see the people taking matters into 
their own hands and enacting real democracy in the places where they live 



and work, we should stay realistic: this is only just the beginning. The 
capitalist state survives, and creating our own parallel society is not 
enough. We must self-organize, and then push our quest for autonomy 
outwards to eventually encapsulate all of society. 
 
Luckily, there is hope that such radical aspirations may not just be a pipe 
dream. In a sign that this leaderless movement is already deregulating the 
violent flow of authority unleashed by the Turkish state, the increasingly 
desperate government is doubling down on the repression, arresting 
random people who were sighted at the protests or who sent out 
“provocative” Tweets, and even threatening to send in the army. As Oscar 
puts it, “the authorities still don’t understand what’s happening. They look 
for leaders, people to corrupt or to eliminate. But there are none. We are 
not an organisation, we are a world wide web. We are the people on the 
threshold of changing times.” 
www.zcommunications.org 

 

In Brazil, Listen for the Ghosts of Mexico City 

 
 

 
 

Dave Zirin 21 June 2013 
 
One has to hearken back to 1968 in Mexico City, when thousands of 
students and workers marched against the Olympics, to find a sports-
related demonstration that compares to the size and militancy of the mass 
anti-World Cup/Olympic uprising taking place in Brazil. 
 
As in Mexico City thousands of people in Brazil are in the streets - and 
outside of stadiums hosting Confederations Cup matches - raising slogans 
that connect the spending and austerity that surround these mega-events 
to a much deeper rot in the nation’s democratic institutions. As in Mexico 
City the central question is one of priorities: spending for sports while 
other vital needs - health, education, transportation - go unheeded. As in 
Mexico City, the spine of protestors is disaffected youth, educated beyond 
their parents’ generation because of expansions in higher education, but 
without jobs or opportunity when leaving the academy. As in Mexico City, 
the ruling elites feel a desperate need for the events to go as planned as a 
way to demonstrate to the world that they are a leading player in the 
game of nations. 
 
Also as in Mexico City, we hear the ridiculous canard of those in power not 
to mix sports and politics. Then it was Avery Brundage, the Nazi-
sympathizing head of the International Olympic Committee railing against 
what he called "the politicization of sport" and saying that “one of the 
basic principles of the Olympic games [is] that politics play no part 
whatsoever in them.” Now it’s the reptilian FIFA chief Sepp Blatter saying, 
"I can understand that people are not happy, but they should not use 
football to make their demands heard. Brazil asked to host the World Cup. 
We did not impose the World Cup on Brazil. They knew that to host a good 
World Cup they would naturally have to build stadiums.” 
 
And as in Mexico City, the splits in the streets are reflecting themselves in 
the athletic community as well. Then it was Jesse Owens telling 1968 
Olympic protestors John Carlos, Lee Evans, and Tommie Smith - all of 
whom were influenced by the struggles in Mexico City - to just shut up and 
play. Now it’s Brazilian legend Pele saying, "Let's forget all this commotion 
happening in Brazil, all these protests, and let's remember how the 
Brazilian squad is our country and our blood.” Another Brazilian soccer 



hero Ronaldo said in response to critiques over stadium spending, "you 
can't hold a World Cup with hospitals.” 
 
In contrast national team star Neymar said in an epic statement, 
 
"I've always had faith that it wouldn't be necessary to get to this point, of 
having to take over the streets, to demand for better transportation, 
health, education and safety - these are all government's obligations. My 
parents worked really hard to offer me and my sister a good quality life. 
Today, thanks to the success that fans have afforded me, it might seem 
like a lot of demagogy from me - but it isn't - raising the flag of the 
protests that are happening in Brazil. But I am Brazilian and I love my 
country. I have family and friends who live in Brazil! That's why I want a 
Brazil that is fair and safe and healthier and more honest! The only way I 
have to represent Brazil is on the pitch, playing football and, starting 
today against Mexico, I'll get on the pitch inspired by this mobilisation." 
[True to his word, Neymar starred in the victory against Mexico.] 
 
The differences are also crucial to recognize. In 1968, the student and 
workers movement in Mexico City was politically organized with many 
protestors being aligned with the National Strike Council, an organization 
that had delegates from 240 schools. Their demands were public and 
organized. 
 
The protests in Brazil can be better defined as being far more an 
expression of extreme anger and disaffection. While polls of mass 
demonstrations should be taken with a grain of salt, one survey of 
demonstrators shows that 84% don’t ally with any political formation. It’s a 
catch-all for every grievance under the sun with the World Cup and 
Olympic spending becoming symbolic of an austerity economy beyond the 
reach of any semblance of democracy. This character is both a strength 
and weakness. It’s a strength because the country is learning lessons in 
real time about democracy in the streets, with city officials already 
repealing the hated proposed bus fare hike in an effort to quell 
demonstrators. It also is a weakness as forces from the right wing are 
entering the fray hoping to turn demonstrators against the Workers Party 
government and making this an issue about “government spending”. It's a 
cheap, opportunistic effort to deflect attention from the corporate feeding 
frenzy in conjunction with Workers Party, which is actually taking place 
behind the green curtain. It also deflects attention from the fact that the 
right wing in Brazil has no problem with austerity; just who is 
administering it. 
 
The Mexico City protests of 1968 were of course drowned in blood with 
hundreds of students and workers, with aid from US intelligence sources, 
executed in the Plaza de las Tres Culturas in what’s known as the 
Tlatelolco Massacre, ten days before the start of the Olympics. In Brazil, it 
was announced this week that The National Force, Brazil’s feared federal 
troops, will be deployed outside soccer stadiums for the duration of the 
Confederations Cup. We need to keep a close eye on Brazil and provide 
solidarity to what will now be known forever as the “salad revolution.” We 
need to listen to the ghosts of Tlatelolco Square and say that never again 
will the world turn a blind eye just because “the games must go on.”  
www.zcommunications.org 

 

Austerity in Britain: the only road under capitalism 

 



 
 
 

Darrall Cozens 21 June 2013  
 
The May county council elections in Britain this year brought some crumbs 
of comfort to the Labour Party as it gained more than 260 seats and its 
share of the vote stood at 29%. Given the dismal record of the Coalition, 
Labour had hoped for more gains. 
 
Although many voters turned to Labour, because of the absence of a clear 
alternative from the leadership, some also turned to UKIP, whose vote 
share stood at 23%. The biggest losers were the Tories and the Lib Dems. 
For the first time in county elections none of the three main parties got 
more than 30%. The lower turnout too reflected a lack of enthusiasm 
amongst rural or small town voters. The industrial heartlands, the bastion 
of Labour’s strength, did not have a vote this time. 
 
At a time of austerity and swingeing cuts you would have expected a 
bigger swing to Labour, but it did not happen. When the writer of these 
lines asked a regional LP organiser at a Local Government Committee (the 
former District Labour Party) what programme content we were going to 
enthuse the electorate with, the reply was that the Tories were switching 
the street lights off at midnight to cut costs and Labour would promise to 
keep them on. And this content was to convince voters to turn to Labour! 
 
In other words, as Labour could offer no alternative to cuts and austerity, 
they would avoid the issue altogether. Such a stance raises important 
issues as to why Labour has no credible plan to fight the policy of austerity 
being forced onto the backs of their traditional supporters - working class 
people. In the same vein the heroic stand against cuts by the three Labour 
councillors in Hull throws into sharp relief the lack of such a stand by the 
overwhelming majority of Labour councillors across the land. 
 
Each time that I talk to Labour councillors here in Coventry they always 
state: I did not come into politics to carry out the dirty work of the Tories. 
They also claim that if they carry out the cuts, they can protect the most 
vulnerable; but if they don’t cut, the government will send in a 
Commissioner who will cut across the board and ignore real need. These 
actions by many Labour councillors demonstrate once again that the road 
to hell is paved with good intentions. There is a vast gulf between words 
and deeds. 
 
This seems puzzling but on closer examination it is the only way for many 
of them. Why? Labour Councillors seem to have gone through three stages. 
When the cuts were first announced, they did not believe them. When 
they then saw the evidence and believed them, they did not understand 
them or why they were happening. When they understood them, they 
could see no alternative but to cut. 
 
The material basis for reformism 
All of these reactions are a product of the ideology of reformism in the 
labour movement. What is the material base for this? Over the past 60 
years the massive expansion of capitalism on a world scale, an expansion 
based on post war reconstruction, new markets opening up in former 
colonies, and the development of new industries, all led to rising living 
standards for the majority of workers in the so-called advanced countries. 
 
For a whole period capitalism seemed to have overcome the misery of the 
1930s and its own contradictions. Home ownership rose and so did access 
to material goods – cars, TVs, carpets – and access to leisure. Relatively 
full employment seemed to guarantee endless prosperity. We were living 
in a new age where the growing fat of the land from an expanding 



economy allowed reforms to be carried out. 
 
For many councillors it seemed that we could reform capitalism bit by bit 
as we moved gradually forward towards a new kind of caring, sharing 
society, between what existed and what was seen as socialism. In 1979 the 
share of the GDP going to wages was the highest in the post war period at 
65%. At a time of plenty it was relatively easy to share out the crumbs. 
 
Today we are in a far worst situation faced with the greatest crisis of 
capitalism in its history of over 200 years. Yet the same ideology that was 
born out of the material conditions of the past still holds sway. The belief 
is there that if cuts are made and the reforms of the past are given up, it 
will only be a temporary state until the economy had corrected its defaults 
and then we can once again move to redistributing the crumbs that will 
come from a growing economy. 
 
This is the illusion produced by the reformism of very sincere councillors. 
What is not understood is that this crisis is not a temporary one but is the 
product of the way that the wealth produced by labour in redistributed. It 
is therefore an organic crisis, rooted deep in the DNA of capitalism itself. 
It is no accident that today the share of GDP going to wages has declined 
to 53%. Put it another way. From 1994/5 to 2009/10 the top 1% of earners 
accounted for 15% of the growth in income from employment and 
investments. Over the same period the bottom 50% accounted for another 
15%. In other words income of the top 1% was 50 times greater over the 
same period. There was a growing concentration of wealth at the top. This 
happened all over the world. 
 
Crisis and credit 
What does this mean? The fall in real living standards of the majority of 
the population and the decline in its relative share of GDP mean that a 
growing part of the goods and services that are produced cannot be 
bought. There is a limit to the number of loaves that the rich can eat or 
the number of cars they can drive. To try and avoid a consequential crisis 
of overproduction we had the huge expansion of credit to create demand 
on the “never-never.” Credit expands the market for goods and services 
but later on the market will contract again as the debt from credit is paid 
back. The credit boom of the decade leading up to 2007/8 simply made 
the inevitable collapse far, far worse. 
 
Given the huge private debt that now exists from past borrowing, credit as 
a means of producing economic growth is ruled out for the moment. So the 
only other option left to capitalism in order to expand the economy is to 
increase the share of GDP that goes to labour. However, this will mean 
that in the private sector a wage increase will result in a profit decrease 
and the whole trend of the past 30 years has been to increase the share of 
profits in GDP from 13% to 21%. The capitalists will fight tooth and nail to 
protect their profits. At a time of crisis the last thing they are is 
philanthropic. Cutting profits to boost consumption is simply not viable 
from their point of view. Their responsibility lies in making the most 
profits possible for the private owners of the means of production, despite 
Labour leader Ed Miliband’s dream of a “responsible capitalism”. 
 
They could try and get economic growth from higher government spending. 
However, for this to happen the government would have to increase taxes 
and so reduce demand even further in the economy. Or the government 
could simply print money, as they are now doing under Quantitative 
Easing, but this stokes up inflationary tendencies and higher prices depress 
demand as the same goods now cost more. Or the government could 
borrow money but that would increase the government deficit and make 



the bond markets so uncertain that they would charge the government 
such a high interest rate for buying government bonds that the government 
debt would simply keep increasing. The magic figure is 7%. Anything above 
this is not sustainable. 
 
No alternative under capitalism 
What does all of this lead to? Clearly capitalism is unable to provide any 
solution to their crisis. The future under this system will be one of 
increasing austerity, of lower living standards and of a permanent cut in 
the amount of social wealth going to local councils. The days of local 
reforms are well and truly over. The capitalist class wants a greater share 
of social wealth and that can only come about by cutting the share that 
goes to labour directly in the form of wages or indirectly in the form of 
services. 
 
So to cut and wait for the good old days to return means to continue to be 
a prisoner of the ideology of reformism no matter how well intentioned 
local councillors are. And they are all well intentioned and for the most 
part solid working class people. Unfortunately, the roots of reformism have 
sunk deep and that is why most councillors see no alternative to cuts. 
These ideas are the product of an economic and social reality that is now 
long gone; but political consciousness has a nasty habit of lagging behind 
events! 
 
Let us be under no illusions. The cuts so far have had a devastating impact 
on the livelihoods of working class people, but they have not resulted in 
government debt being cut either (as a percentage of GDP). According to 
the Financial Times of June 9th, debt now stands at £1.2trn and is on track 
to hit 90% of GDP. The outcome of this is that austerity, or cuts in the 
living standards of working class people, will last until 2020 at least. This 
fiscal crisis of government debt was triggered by the financial crisis in the 
banks but it is workers who will continue to pay the price for the crisis 
unless the leaders of the labour movement stand up and fight. 
 
It is for all of these reasons that we who wish to defend and enhance the 
gains made by labour over the past 60 years also have no alternative but to 
fight for a socialist solution to the crisis. Only when we own and control 
the wealth that we create, will we be able to decide how that wealth is to 
be distributed and therefore how much can be spent on local services, on 
pensions, on higher wages, on building homes, schools and hospitals. There 
is no other solution. 
www.marxist.com 

 

The war on Africa: U.S. imperialism and the world economic crisis 

 
 

 
 

Mineral resources and the quest for strategic advantage guide western 
foreign policy on the continent 
Abayomi Azikiwe First published in Pambazuka 20 June 2013 
 
Capitalism has failed to provide adequate housing, jobs, medical, 
educational and other services to many people in the West. As well, 
China’s global influence is rising. These are some of the reasons behind the 
US quest for mineral resources and strategic dominance in Africa and 
Middle East 
 
For more than two decades the United States and other Western European 
imperialist states have been escalating their military intervention in Africa 



and other geo-political regions of the world. This has been taking place 
during the so-called Post-Cold War era with the collapse of the Eastern 
European socialist states and the Soviet Union during the late 1980s 
through 1991.  
 
Africa was viewed during the period after the Second World War II as an 
ideological and political battleground between the emerging national 
liberation and socialist movements on the one hand and the imperialist 
states led by the U.S. on the other. One major outcome of World War II 
was the consolidation of economic and political hegemony of Washington 
and Wall Street. 
 
During the Second World War the U.S. established military outposts in 
Algeria, Libya and Liberia. After 1945, the struggle for national 
independence in Africa, the Middle East and Asia would accelerate.  
 
In Latin America, even though an independence struggle was waged in the 
19th century, the phenomena of neo-colonialism became the dominant 
character of relations between the states in South America and the U.S. In 
the Caribbean, the struggle for genuine independence was waged from the 
19th through the 20th century in Cuba, Puerto Rico, Haiti, Dominican 
Republic, Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana and other territories. 
 
In the U.S. itself with the advent of Cold War ideology and political 
repression under McCarthyism, perspectives and political organizing around 
Africa became a highly contentious arena of struggle. The Council on 
African Affairs (CAA) and the Civil Rights Congress (CRC) during the early 
1950s came under fierce attack by the U.S. government and were driven 
out of existence.  
 
Dr. W.E.B. Du Bois and Shirley Graham Du Bois, both leading figures in the 
CAA and the CRC, were persecuted in the early 1950s for their 
interventions in the movements for world peace and solidarity with African 
liberation. The Du Bois’ wrote in December 1958 for the All-African 
People’s Conference held in Accra, Ghana that the future of Africa lies in 
socialism. 
 
The Du Bois’ said that “Africa, ancient Africa, has been called by the world 
and has lifted up her hands! Africa has no choice between private 
capitalism and socialism. The whole world, including capitalist countries, 
is moving toward socialism, inevitably, inexorably. You can choose 
between blocs and military alliances, you can choose between political 
unions; you cannot choose between socialism and private capitalism 
because private capitalism is doomed!” (The World and Africa, p. 307) 
 
IMPLICATIONS OF U.S. DOMINANCE IN THE WORLD IMPERIALIST SYSTEM 
Later during the 1960s when the various national liberation movements 
and independent African states embarked upon the armed struggle as a 
necessity to fight the U.S. and NATO backed colonial and settler-colonial 
states in Africa, Pan-Africanist and socialist strategist Kwame Nkrumah 
identified U.S. imperialism as the major force in the movement for 
genuine territorial sovereignty on the continent. The U.S., although paying 
lip service to supporting the anti-colonial movements, sought to stifle and 
manipulate the national liberation movements for the benefit of Wall 
Street and the Pentagon. 
 
Nkrumah wrote that “The modifications introduced by imperialism in its 
strategy were expressed through the disappearance of the numerous old-
fashioned ‘colonies’ owing exclusive allegiance to a single metropolitan 
country through the replacement of ‘national’ imperialism by a ‘collective’ 



imperialism in which the USA occupies a leading position.” (Handbook of 
Revolutionary Warfare, p. 5, 1969) 
 
Nkrumah continued noting that “The US-European post-war alliance not 
only enabled the USA to benefit from the advantages of the European 
market, which had hitherto been largely closed to its penetration; but also 
opened up new horizons in Asia, Africa and Latin America where the USA 
had already superseded European supremacy and established neo-
colonialist domination. The militarization of the US economy, based on the 
political pretext of the threatening rise of the USSR and later of the 
People’s Republic of China as socialist powers, enabled the USA to 
postpone its internal crises, the first during the ‘hot’ war (1939-1945) and 
then during the ‘cold’ war (since 1945)” (ibid., p. 6) 
 
The postponement of these internal crises has apparently run its course. 
Imperialist war no long delays the impact of the inherent failures of 
capitalism related to its incapacity to provide housing, jobs, medical 
services, education and municipal services to the majority of its people. 
Nonetheless, in its destructive character, imperialism continues on the 
path of endless war and pursuit of ever-rising rates of profit. 
 
Since the advent of the first Gulf war in 1990-91, going through the 
occupation of Somalia during 1992-94, through to the failure of U.S. policy 
in Egypt to the second occupation of Somalia through proxy between 2006 
to the present period, where in the aftermath of the war on Libya and the 
imposition of sanctions against Zimbabwe and Sudan, the capitalist system 
in the West continues to decline economically. No matter how many 
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) field stations are constructed or drone 
attacks carried out throughout Africa, Washington has not been able to 
address the rising rates of poverty, joblessness and austerity throughout 
the capitalist states in Western Europe and North America. 
 
The U.S. ruling class through its quest for mineral resources and strategic 
dominance has focused a tremendous amount of attention on Africa and 
the so-called Middle East. The founding of the U.S. Africa Command 
(AFRICOM) in 2008 under Bush has enhanced its operations under Obama.  
 
The first full-scale operation of AFRICOM was the war of regime-change 
carried out against Libya in 2011 in cooperation with other European 
imperialist states and their allies. It is no accident that Libya has the 
largest known oil reserves in Africa and had under the Jamahiriya, the 
highest living standards on the African continent. 
 
In Somalia, the CIA and AFRICOM have been involved in propping up the 
Ethiopian occupation and the latter Transitional Federal Government 
regime since 2006. The African Union Mission to Somalia, AMISOM, is 
largely a U.S.-controlled military operation which is financed by 
Washington and provided with political, intelligence and diplomatic cover. 
Somalia is the source of oil and other strategic interests for imperialism 
and both the U.S. and NATO have large-scale naval vessels off the coast of 
the Horn of Africa nation in the Gulf of Aden. 
 
The intervention into Somalia of the Kenyan Defense Forces in 2011 had 
been planned by the Pentagon for at least two years. Despite efforts by 
Washington and its allies, the situation in Somalia is by no means stable. A 
French Special Forces commando unit’s attempt to free intelligence 
officials from Paris being held in Somalia proved to be a disaster as Al-
Shabaab wiped out the entire crew and eventually executed the leading 
commander of the failed raid. 
 



In Mali and Niger, the U.S. is backing up French military intervention. The 
Pentagon had trained the Malian army prior to the March 2012 coup and is 
largely responsibility for the incapacity of the national military to address 
the Tuareg rebellion in the north.  
 
Niger is now another location for a U.S. drone station and at least 100 
Special Forces are operating inside the country. During December 2012, 
the Obama administration announced that 3,500 Pentagon troops would be 
deployed in at least 35 African states over the course of the year. 
Nonetheless, France and the U.S. have been unable to halt armed actions 
against foreign forces in Mali and Niger. In Mali, the resistance to French 
occupation is widening with mass demonstrations recently in Gao and the 
open criticism of the Hollande doctrine of military intervention throughout 
the region of West Africa. 
 
The presence of U.S. military and intelligence forces in Africa is designed 
to bolster the strategic mineral and territorial interests of Wall Street. 
Africa is now supplying greater amounts of oil, natural gas and other 
essential minerals to economic interests of the ruling class. 
 
AFRICA AND REGIONAL BLOCS OF THE GLOBAL SOUTH  
With the growing role of the People’s Republic of China on the continent, 
Washington and Wall Street are concerned that they will lose their post-
World War II advantage in Africa. Hence due to the declining economic 
influence of the U.S., the capitalist are relying more on aggressive military 
and intelligence operations to undermine Africa’s long term interests 
which are more in line with other continental states as well as other geo-
political regions of the world including Asia, the Middle East and Latin 
America. 
 
The advent of regional blocs such as the Forum on China-Africa 
Cooperation (FOCAC) has served to provide the African Union member-
states with both economic and political alliances that are outside U.S. and 
European Union influence. In regard to China, the socialist state has 
provided direct economic trade and development assistance which is far 
superior to the traditional relations established by the imperialist 
countries which enslaved Africans and colonized the continent for 
centuries. FOCAC has held five summits since 2000 and this is paralleled by 
the fact that now China is Africa’s largest international trading partner.  
 
China supported both Zimbabwe and Sudan when the U.S. and Britain 
sought to impose even harsher sanctions on these states through the 
United Nations Security Council. Zimbabwe maintains a “Look East” policy 
which has been significant in the survival of the Southern African state in 
the aftermath of its land redistribution program beginning in 2000 that 
prompted the West to enact draconian sanctions and regime-change plots 
against the ZANU-PF government.  
 
The U.S. and Britain have sought the overthrow of the National People 
Congress (NPC) government in Sudan through the partition of the country 
in 2011 and the ongoing conflict in Darfur. Sudan prior to the partition was 
the largest geographic nation-state in Africa and is an emerging oil-
producing country with close links to China and Iran. Israel and the U.S. 
have bombed Sudan on numerous occasions because Khartoum does not 
support Washington’s foreign policy objectives in Palestine and throughout 
the Middle East. 
 
Uprising in Tunisia, Egypt, Morocco and Algeria during 2010-2011 saw the 
U.S. attempting to manipulate these developments to maintain Cairo, 
Tunis and Rabat in their own sphere of geo-political influence. The 



government in Algeria was able to resist these efforts while Libya faced an 
all-out onslaught that resulted in the destruction of the national 
infrastructure of this North African state, the theft of its foreign reserves 
and the abolition of its leading role on the African continent. 
 
Other economic and political alliances have surfaced in the last few years 
which have impacted U.S. militarist policies toward Africa. The Southern 
African Development Community (SADC) has maintained its support of 
Zimbabwe which has been critical in its survival and economic recovery. 
 
The Africa-South America Summit has held three gatherings, the latest of 
which was in March, in order to enhance cooperation and to form a bloc 
against U.S. efforts to undermine anti-imperialist governments in Latin 
America and developing relations between Africa and non-Western regional 
entities. Iran has also strengthened its relations with Africa and Latin 
America causing serious concerns on the part of the U.S. 
 
The joining by the Republic of South Africa of the Brazil, Russia, India, 
China (BRICS) grouping has resulted in new initiatives being discussed 
including the creation of a development bank as well as independent 
foreign policy positions on Syria and Iran that are at variance with U.S. 
imperialism. The failure of U.S. foreign policy toward Syria has been 
greatly determined by the role played on the part of Russia, Iran, China 
and Hezbollah in southern Lebanon along with other regional forces of the 
Global South who do not want another war of regime-change in the Middle 
East. Such wars could very well be carried out with greater determination 
in Sudan, Zimbabwe, Nigeria, South Africa and Somalia which would be 
against the interests of the peoples of Africa and working and oppressed 
peoples throughout the world.  
 
THE PRINCIPAL AND PRINCIPLED ROLE OF THE ANTI-WAR MOVEMENT IN 
THE UNITED STATES 
Our role in the United National Anti-War Coalition (UNAC) has been 
centered on developing and maintaining a clear anti-imperialist position 
that views U.S. imperialism as the principal threat to world peace. Africa 
is a focal point for military intervention by the Pentagon, the CIA and 
NATO and the anti-war and peace movements in the U.S. must be 
concerned about these trends and take decisive actions to thwart them. 
 
UNAC at its founding conference in Albany in August 2010 unanimously 
passed a resolution opposing U.S. military intervention of any kind in 
Africa. We opposed the war of regime-change in Libya and have gone on 
record against the French invasion and occupation of Mali. 
 
This coalition is by far the largest and most representative peace alliance 
in the U.S. We must build upon our successes in order to widen the 
organizations and grouping that we encompass so that we can further 
influence the anti-war struggle throughout North America and Western 
Europe. 
 
Through our efforts in solidarity with the peoples of Africa, the Middle 
East, Central and South Asia, Korea, the South Pacific, Latin America and 
the Caribbean we enhance the capacity of the 99 percent to confront the 
owners of capital who are the principal purveyors of death and destruction 
throughout the world. It will be through this unity of purpose and action 
that war and exploitation can be eliminated throughout the planet. 
www.pambazuka.org 
 
Abayomi Azikiwe is Editor, Pan-African News Wire 
 



NOTE: These remarks were made at the Left Forum during a panel entitled 
"The War on Africa." The panel was organized by the United National 
Antiwar Coalition (UNAC) and chaired by Joe Lombardo. Other panelists 
were Ana Edwards of the Virginia Defenders in Richmond, 
Margaret Kimberley of Black Agenda Report and Patrick Bond, a professor 
at KwaZulu-Natal University in South Africa. 
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Brazil: A victory for the mass struggle 

 
 

 
 

Governors of Sao Paulo, Rio de Janeiro, and many other cities cut 
transport fares but the struggle must continue. 
Andre Ferrari, LSR (CWI Brazil) 20 June 2013 
 
Following the tsunami of mass struggles during recent days, the state 
government of Sao Paulo, the prefects of Sao Paulo and Rio de Janeiro, the 
two largest cities in Brazil, along with dozens of state capitals and cities 
throughout the country, have decided to reduce transport fares.  
 
The reduction in fares, by twenty centavos in the case of Sao Paulo, in so 
many cities, represents the most significant victory for the mass struggle 
after suffering almost twenty years of a neo-liberal offensive by the ruling 
class against the workers and the people.  
 
Intransigent, authoritarian and repressive state governments have been 
compelled to do an about turn in the face of two weeks of intense mass 
mobilisations, which have swept through the entire country. On 17 June 
more than 300,000 people took to the streets in various cities. Almost 
200,000 marched in Sao Paulo and Rio – the highest concentration of the 
mobilisations. In Brasilia, the Congress was occupied, as was the city Hall 
in Sao Paulo.  
 
The In Sao Paulo protests paralysed the main highways and marched to 
Ponte Estaiada, a monument to rich property speculators. Following brutal 
police repression the preceding week, which triggered even bigger 
protests, on the 17th June the state governor decided against further 
repression.  
 
In Rio de Janeiro, however, there was strong repression and numerous 
arrests. Amongst them was a member of LSR (CWI Brazil). The comrade 
was charged with being a ‘member of an organised criminal gang’ and 
released on payment of a fine. In Belo Horizonte (in the state of Minas 
Gerais) ,where a football match for the Copa das Confereacoes was taking 
place in a new modern stadium, more people protested outside the venue 
than watch the game inside.  
 
A further demonstration in Sao Paulo called the following day, on 18 June, 
was attended by 80,000 people, which completely took over Praca da Sé 
Square in the city centre. At the same time, protests took place in Avenida 
Paulista, where disorganised attempts were made to take over the city hall 
and also the office of the city Prefect. In Rio de Janeiro, on the previous 



day, the offices of the state Legislative Assembly were taken over for 
hours by protestors in such a way that it was clearly a genuine popular 
rebellion.  
 
Throughout the following day, on 19 June, radicalised mass protests took 
place. Motorways were blocked and closed, bus station were blockaded 
and large street marches were held by the MSTS (Movement of Workers 
Without Roofs) with the active participation of comrades from the LSR 
(CWI Brazil), in the outskirts of Sao Paulo. There were indications that the 
struggle was radicalising and beginning to explode in the poor areas around 
the city, involving workers, which put added pressure on the government.  
 
Following the calling of new unified protests, on a national level, on 20 
June, the governing authorities in Sao Paulo and Rio decided to announce a 
reduction in fares.  
 
Divisions within governing parties  
This arose following major debates and divisions within the governing 
parties. An emergency meeting was organised involving Lula (Brazil’s ex-
President, who officially has no position), President Dilma Rouseff and the 
Prefect of Sao Paulo, Fernando Haddad. During this meeting, the 
Prefectura was surrounded by protesters.  
 
The following morning, Haddad declared that a reduction in transport 
tariffs would be a ‘populist’ position to adopt. His argument however did 
not last long. At a football match between Mexico and Brazil, in Fortaleza, 
where the stadium was surrounded by protestors, a press conference was 
organised by Haddad and the governor of Sao Paulo, Alkmin, a member of 
the right-wing PSDB (which is in opposition to the federal government). 
Haddad and Alkmin announced that a reduction in fares would be 
implemented.  
 
With the transformation of the PT (Workers Party) into a capitalist party 
and as the trade union confederation, CUT, has become a transmission belt 
for the federal government, amongst wide layers in the protest movement 
there is a strong anti-party sentiment. In this situation, sectors of the 
organised right-wing have whipped up a strong anti-party mood directed 
against the left-wing political parties present on the protests.  
 
The anti-party mood has often translated into physical attacks against 
those who carried Left-wing party banners and flags. This has often arisen 
following the actions of right-wing provocateurs, including police 
infiltrators.  
 
Given the dimension of this mass movement, all political forces in the 
country, including the federal government representatives and 
representatives of the employers, have tried to cynically take up the 
idealism of youth on these mobilisations. In reality, the Brazilian capitalist 
class has entered the struggle and is challenging for the leadership of the 
movement, reflecting some of the demands of the movement.  
 
In this situation, the left parties (PSOL and its internal currents, the PSTU 
and PCB), the social movements with a class orientation, like the MTST and 
Terra Livre (which the LSR actively collaborates with), various trade union 
fronts, like CSP-Conlutas and Intersindical and others, including anarchist 
groupings, are now beginning to join the protest movement. This is 
centring on the demonstrations for 20 June, defending the right of the left 
parties to raise their banners on the protests and is aimed at preventing 
the right-wing gaining an influence in the movement.  
 



Despite the contradictory elements in the political consciousness of those 
in this movement, it has been able to score a victory and force a reduction 
in the transport charges. It has now raised the question of the movement 
continuing. There is not agreement between the combative social 
movements and the Left on this question. The national protests called for 
the 20 June could become a commemoration of what has been achieved 
rather than a step to take the movement forward.  
 
The LSR is calling for organised assemblies and forums of the movement to 
work out demands and a programme to deepen the gains already won in 
relation to public transport costs. The governments that have announced a 
reduction in transport costs are also announcing further cuts in social 
programmes. The movement should demand that the money is taken from 
the accounts of the private companies that operate the transport system 
and not from other social programmes.  
 
Even with a reduction in transport costs the high cost of travel is a heavy 
burden for workers and students. The demand for free transport was one 
of old demands of the PT which the party abandoned as it swung to the 
right. This demand should be taken up again. It should also be linked with 
the demand for the municipalisation and nationalisation of the transport 
system.  
 
The resources to guarantee this system and improve its quality should be 
taken from suspending the payment of debts by the state and local 
councils to the federal government, which are currently used to make easy 
profits by the banks and speculators.  
 
Movement needs to link up with other struggles  
To take up the struggle for a public transport system that is free and good 
quality, the movement needs to link up with other struggles that have 
arisen and the demands of workers, the youth and the people to the cities. 
Struggles like the campaign against the crimes of the preparation around 
next year’s football World Cup, which include driving of thousands of 
families from their homes. Millions of Reales are being spent on building 
new stadiums and other infrastructure projects for the World Cup yet 
schools, education and hospitals are inadequate and precarious.  
 
There is also the need to take up the demand to defend democratic rights, 
to free expression and for the right to demonstrate. The World Cup means, 
in reality, the declaration of a state of emergency. In practice, it means 
criminalising poverty and social protest movements.  
 
It is necessary to also to deepen mass actions to draw directly into this 
movement the working class and to take up the methods of struggle of the 
working class in these mobilisations. This is the most effective way to 
prevent the right-wing getting an influence in this movement.  
 
The Brazilian ruling class is now preparing the conditions for a general 
strike. The question of a 24 hour general strike is to be posed sooner or 
later if the movement is to be maintained and strengthened.  
 
There is an urgent need to build a united front of the social and left 
political movements in the short term. Linked to this we need to fight for 
a national assembly of workers, youth and the communities, to discuss a 
programme for the continuation of the struggle and the action needed to 
fight for it.  
 
A new page has opened of the class struggle in Brazil. After a long time we 
have come out of the desert of years of neo-liberalism and down turn in 



social struggle. We must not lose this opportunity.  
http://www.socialistworld.net/doc/6361 
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Farida Ayari First Published in Pambazuka 19 June 2013 
 
Tunisians are concerned that the uprising that overthrew the Ben Ali 
dictatorship has failed to bear any meaningful result. The ruling coalition 
is only interested in its own survival and national institutions are very weak
 
The path from dictatorship to democracy is riddled with roadblocks. Take 
Tunisia, the genesis of the 2011 Arab spring uprisings. A mass rebellion 
that began with a fruit vendor’s self-immolation led to the departure of 
Zine el-Abidine Ben Ali, the North African country’s dictator since 1987. 
But how do citizens transform a political upheaval into a stable, 
democratic and accountable government? 
 
It has been a bumpy transition, as Tunisia and its neighbours have shown. 
After secular-minded Mr Ben Ali fled into exile on January 14th 2011, a 
special commission tasked with producing electoral law and organising 
elections was set up. Comprised of 155 legal experts, representatives of 
political parties and civil society, it worked with the transitional 
government. Nine months later, their efforts gave birth to Tunisia’s first 
ever democratic elections, held on October 23rd 2011. 
 
The country’s newly-engaged citizens voted in a temporary National 
Constituent Assembly made up mostly of political neophytes without any 
experience in government or law. A ruling coalition composed of the 
Islamist party Nahda and two secular parties dominates this 217-seat 
temporary parliament. This is where Tunisia’s latest troubles began. 
 
The assembly’s main task is to draw up a new constitution that will 
eventually lead to elections for permanent offices. So far, members have 
written three drafts, the latest of which should be endorsed by a two-
thirds majority vote, or via a referendum (if the assembly is unable to 
reach the two-thirds majority). Though Nahda, the dominant party in the 
ruling coalition, has promised to keep sharia law out of the constitution, 
secularists fear that if the party wins by a larger margin in the next 
elections, Islamic law could creep in. 
 
This is where Tunisian politics become even trickier to understand. While 
the assembly is fighting over the constitution, it is also wrangling over two 
other items: a new law that establishes a new electoral commission and 
draft legislation that will determine how the full-term president and 
parliament will be elected. The main question on everyone’s lips: will 
Tunisia’s next elections be free and fair? At this pace, no one can safely 
predict when they will take place, let alone whether they will be 
democratic. 
 
In December 2012 the assembly passed a law creating the new electoral 
commission, called the Independent High Authority for Elections (ISIE). (A 
temporary body with the same name had organised the October 2011 
elections.) The assembly passed the law easily because the main 
opposition coalition boycotted the vote, and preferred to protest against 
the Revolution Protection League (LPR) for allegedly attacking the 
headquarters of Tunisia’s main labour union. The LPR is widely regarded as 



Nahda’s militia. 
 
Monia Abed, former head of the first ISIE’s legal department, is very 
critical of the law that created the new electoral commission because it 
gives the executive branch undue political influence, compromising the 
commission’s independence. 
 
The administration—including the interior and other ministries, the police, 
the army and regional governors appointed by the ruling party coalition—
can refuse cooperation with the electoral body. For instance, the interior 
ministry could refuse to open identity registers to remove dead citizens 
from the voter registration lists. Or the police could refuse to protect the 
polling stations, usually located in schools. 
 
The new law allows the ISIE to turn to the administrative court for redress 
if the executive blocks the election in any way, but this is an unwieldy 
process that can take several weeks. 
 
“This is a blatant power grab by Nahda,” says Ghazi Ghraïri, secretary-
general of the International Academy of Constitutional Law, an NGO based 
in Tunisia. “The ruling party is running scared that they will be voted out 
in the next election and are thus not willing to ensure free and fair 
elections.” 
 
People are disappointed with Nahda’s management of the country. Critics 
accuse the party of giving more than 1,500 jobs to its cronies and other 
loyal supporters. Although it is still Tunisia’s most popular party, its rating 
dropped from 25% in May 2012 to 19.5% in January 2013, according to an 
opinion poll conducted by Tunis-based Emrhod Consulting, a market and 
social research firm. 
 
Economic indicators have worsened: unemployment has climbed from 13% 
in 2010 to 17% in 2012, the latest figures available from the National 
Institute of Statistics (NIS). Inflation is at nearly 6% and the central bank’s 
hard currency reserves cover only three months of imports. Across the 
country, standards of living are dire, with 2.5m out of a population of 
10.5m living below a poverty line of $2 a day, according to the NIS. 
 
In addition to undue executive branch influence, the law has reduced the 
number of regional ISIE offices to four. In comparison, the first ISIE had 
offices in all of Tunisia’s 24 regions during the 2011 election. This 
compromises the monitoring of elections and increases the possibility of 
tampering. 
 
“Will Nahda have the means, maturity and openness to allow the required 
neutrality for free and fair elections?” Mr Ghraïri asks. 
 
The new electoral commission’s two-headed structure is also undermining 
its independence. The first line of command is a nine-member council. 
Each member must win a two-thirds vote in the Nahda-dominated 
assembly. Since March the assembly’s selection committee has been sifting 
through the 1,000 people who have applied for the six-year posting on the 
electoral commission. The prime minister, also a Nahda 
member, will nominate one of the council’s members as the electoral 
commission’s president. This candidate will need to be approved by the 
constituent assembly. 
 
The second head of the new ISIE is the executive director, appointed by 
the nine-member council, who will be the head of the commission’s 
secretariat and in charge of administration, finance and technical issues. 



The relationship between the council and the secretariat is not defined 
clearly. 
 
While the assembly is wrangling over the electoral commission’s 
appointments and structure, the assembly’s committee charged with 
writing a new constitution presented its third draft on April 22nd. 
Observers are predicting that the assembly will adopt the new rulebook in 
July or August. 
 
But strangely enough, the constitution will not define an electoral system. 
A draft electoral law, also the subject of much heated debate, will outline 
the election structures to pick a new full-term president and parliament. 
So far, Nahda and the opposition, a motley collection of anti-
fundamentalists, have agreed to compromise on a hybrid system. A general 
election will be held to elect the president and parliament. The majority 
party in parliament will then choose the prime minister. 
 
But the general elections for president and parliament will use different 
systems. The draft legislation may include a provision calling for a two-
round presidential election if none of the candidates can win an absolute 
majority outright, according to Mr Ghraïri and other observers. 
 
Once this has been agreed to, the next task of the constituent assembly 
will be to agree on the parliamentary elections. For parliament, Nahda was 
initially lobbying for a simple majority vote in which the victor is the 
candidate who wins the most votes even if it is not an absolute majority. 
Under this system, also known as first past the post, Nahda could win the 
majority of constituencies, even if only by a small margin. Jawhar Ben 
Mbarek, a constitutional law and elections expert, said this system would 
return the ruling party to power with about 62% of the vote. 
 
After long and harsh negotiations between the main political forces of the 
country, the ruling party agreed on April 25th that the draft electoral law 
will stipulate a system of proportional representation for the 
parliamentary elections. If Nahda does not change tack, the constituent 
assembly will incorporate this provision into the electoral law. 
 
Proportional representation was used to allocate the seats for the 
constituent assembly after Tunisia’s October 2011 elections. Many African 
countries, including South Africa, use proportional representation to 
minimise dominance by larger parties and to ensure that small parties can 
gain access to the legislature. 
 
Tunisia, like other emerging democracies, is discovering the difficulty of 
writing a new rulebook and establishing a new system of government. 
Wrangling over the constitution and the electoral law will continue for 
many more months, as will the process of choosing members for the new 
electoral commission. 
 
Once the electoral law and constitution are adopted, the next hurdle will 
be registering Tunisia’s voters. Up to half of Tunisia’s eligible voters are 
not registered, said the first ISIE in its final report published in February 
2012. With a voter turnout of roughly 50% in the 2011 election, only one 
quarter of eligible Tunisians cast their ballots. 
 
All this leads observers to remain sceptical that elections will take place in 
the last quarter of 2013, as the government and the assembly’s president 
suggested recently. At the earliest, the next elections are more likely to 
take place in 2014. 
www.pambazuka.org 
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Un-Natural Disasters, Recursive Resilience, Unjust Compensation, Visionless Planning 
Peter Marcuse 19 June 2013 
 
Summary: The “disasters” we care about are not “natural,” but social, and they are different 
from the disasters of previous eras. “Resilience planning” recursively accepts their recurrence, 
and often uses them to further already desired urban restructuring rather than preventing 
them. Vulnerability to the damages and compensation for the suffering such “disasters” cause 
are both unjustly distributed. No vision informs disaster planning policy, and participatory 
planning to deal with them is badly under-developed. Good, democratic, equity-oriented 
planning is badly needed. [1] 
 
Un-natural disasters. There is no such thing as a “natural” disaster.[2] A natural event, an 
earthquake, is only a disaster if it affects people, socially arranged. Vesuvius was only a 
disaster because Pompeii lay in its path; a tornado in an uninhabited desert is not a disaster.[3] 
(Bishop Berkeley, are you listening?). Today, most disasters resulting from the forces of nature 
are avoidable; even building in earthquake-prone zones can be regulated, within the limits of 
advancing scientific knowledge. Today, disasters are caused by social-and economic 
arrangements, the forces of market capitalism – climate warming, filling in of wet lands for 
development, inadequate provisions for durable building , political terrorism, the unequal 
distribution of incomes leaving poor people, particularly in the global South, to settle on 
undesirable, therefore cheap or empty erosion-prone sites and only the better off to build on 
desirable but hurricane-susceptible land or sites in desirable but flood-prone zones.[4] 
 
Calling socially avoidable harm caused by natural events “natural disasters” is a politically-
loaded evasion of responsibility. 
 
Recursive resilience. Not only the causes, but even more the responses, to disasters are 
dictated by the existing economic and political structures of the society. Obviously planning for 
resilience is accepting the inevitability of that to which resilience is the response, in this case 
including un-natural disasters. In the real world, the choice between dealing with the causes of 
a disaster, on the one hand, or on the other hand, accepting them but mitigating their 
consequences, is a matter of cost-benefit analysis, weighing the costs and benefits of the 
alternatives against each other. But costs and benefits are not distributed randomly. Some 
consequences may even be desirable, and fit in with the on-going restructuring of urban space 
that is a feature of mainstream economic development policy in most cities today. 
 
Two examples: In New Orleans after Katrina, resilience planning served to accentuate processes 
already underway, desired by the power structure, and facilitated by the hurricane damage. 
4,5000 units of public housing, long neglected both by the City and HUD, although badly 
damaged by Katrina, have been totally demolished by the city with HUD approval, although 
many participants considered them quite salvageable. But, as Louisiana’s Republican 
Congressman Richard Baker said a week after Katrina: [5] 



 
‘We finally cleaned up public housing. We couldn’t do it, but God did.’[6] 
 
In the waterfront areas of New York and New Jersey hit by Sandy: 
 
Homeowners and landlords are eligible [for loans and grants] if their primary residence was 
damaged, using a contractor chosen by the city or picking their own contractor within 
government-set cost limits. 
 
Homeowners also have the option of selling flood-prone properties to the city and relocating 
elsewhere. 
 
“It is true in some cases, based on the level of damage and other factors, owners may want to 
voluntarily sell their homes and relocate,” Bloomberg said. “The city will work with the 
communities and developers to strategically redevelop those properties in a smarter and more 
resilient way.”[7] 
 
The new result may well be that in desirable beachfront locations, lower-income households, 
many of whom moved there and built there when the area was remote and undeveloped, will 
take the money and move, wealthier ones, arriving later and benefiting from extensive 
development and public infrastructure provision, will take the loans and grants and rebuild. Net 
result: The public amenity that is the beach will become what the market would have it, a 
semi-exclusive preserve of the well-to-do, with even more beach available for their own use. 
And the future of damaged public housing is still very much in abeyance. 
 
Unjust Compensation. The bias in the distribution of the costs and the benefits of the public 
governmental response to disasters might be most egregiously seen in the handling of 
compensation to the victims of disasters. Again, an example: After 9/11, the families of those 
who lost their lives in the attack on the World Trade Center were provided compensation by 
special congressional legislation, administered through a Special Victims’ compensation Fund 
administered by clear standards rigorously applied. The measure was the loss of income from 
the victim that the victims’ families would have received had he (less often she) survived. 
 
The formulas were spelled out and based on the loss of earnings that would have been received 
had the victim lived, so that the higher the income, the higher the award, with a cap on that 
calculation if the earnings were above the 98th percentile of earners, or $231,000 [8] In 
addition, “each claim received a uniform non-economic award [that is, independent of earnings 
or need] of $250,000 for the death of the victim and an additional non-economic award of 
$100,000 for the spouse and each dependent of the victim.” 
 
By comparison, no such fund was established for the victims of Katrina, and the maximum 
required payment to the families of the victims was the coverage of funeral expenses! [9] 
 
Think of how FEMA funds would have been distributed between New Orleans’ District 9 and New 
York’s financial district if the criteria were human need, rather than financial loss. 
 
Visionless Planning. Good planning is supposed to start with a clear statement of the goals of 
the plan. Here, the challenge would be beginning with what measures might be taken to 
address the destructive forces creating the problem, and then develop an idea of how areas 
likely to be subject to those natural forces should be handled. For the former, dealing with 
climate change would be an obvious priority. It is remarkable how little the big question of the 
causes of climate change have been linked to disaster planning. Obviously climate change is a 
long-range issue, and its causes will not be in hand in time to affect more immediately feared 
disasters; yet one would think it would produce a major upsurge in attention to what could be 
done, legislation would be debated in Congress, regulations proposed at all levels of 
government, funding for research hugely provided, to prevent the connected un-natural 
disasters from occurring and to deal with the complex legal problems requiring legislative 
solution involved in any serious planning efforts. This is not happening. 
 
Relatively little long-range land use planning is going on at the local level. The issues are 



indeed complicated, with all kinds of difficult trade-offs needing to be evaluated, long, 
medium, and short range. But some principles of a vision might be useful to structure a vision: 
 
The amenity value of many fragile locations is high, e.g. beaches, river banks, marshes, etc. 
Such natural amenities should be available to everyone, and direct public ownership might be 
the default arrangement. 
 
Permitted uses should be only those not requiring permanent structures, so that evacuation in a 
predicted danger could be simple and fast.  
 
Relocation would undoubtedly be necessary, and the distribution of its costs is tricky. But the 
principles of social justice should be prominent criteria where government assistance is 
involved. Need should be a dominant factor, and loss of community and social networks, and 
possibilities of maintaining them with relocation, would be desirable.  
 
Complex legal problems attend any comprehensive implementation. As it stands,planning needs 
to take into account, and intervene in legal and legislative disculssions affecting: 
definition of the zone, now up to “normal” high tide”, that are publicly owned;[10]  
 
Definition of the next inland zone above high tide that is in public trust and “subject to public 
trust uses”  
 
Definition of the property rights of the holders of private title to land in flood-prone or 
environmentally sensitive areas where regulation now becomes a “taking” requiring 
compensation if no economically viable use of the affected property remains.  
 
Flood plain regulation by and large will not be a taking is an economical use for the affected 
property remains.[11] Thus, disaster-vulnerable zoning should permit temporary uses, e.g. 
camp grounds, recreation, farming, in carefully defined zones.  
 
In any event, for any plan, a social equity statement should be required, spelling out in detail 
who is affected, both on the cost and on the benefit side, and be a major consideration in any 
decisions; and  
 
Procedures need to be worked out to make decisions on the many trade-offs involved 
democratically, not simply at the neighborhood and community levels –if only there, 
segregation by income and likely ethnicity will be perpetuated – or at the city-wide level – and 
not simply there, or active participation and local preferences will be ignored.[12]  
 
Participatory Planning: Solutions will be complex, and much work needs to be done to arrive at 
the best combinations, which will vary widely from place to place and time to time. Structuring 
real participation is also complex, because there ae multiple levels at which it is needed. First 
and foremost, of course, is participation by the immediate community affected. But that’s not 
enough; decisions and resources from higher levels are inevitably involved, and planning at 
those levels, and importantly even at the Federal level, is necessary. At the initial level, 
planning needs to respect the needs of those most directly affected, let them be involved in 
the rebuilding or removal decisions, and if removal, how and where, with community networks 
respected. At the city level, major resource allocation decisions are involved; likewise at the 
national. Regional plans are almost inevitably important. No technocratic report can take the 
place of participation a these levels, although the technical information needs to be readily 
accesible at each. 
 
To say, as Mayor Bloomberg has: 
“As New Yorkers, we cannot and will not abandon our waterfront. It’s one of our greatest 
assets. We must protect it, not retreat from it,” doesn’t cut it. “our waterfront???” No. 
“Whose waterfront? “ must be a central part of any analysis, and “whose costs” and “whose 
benefits” a central part of any solutions. In the New York City case, there is a well-developed 
Uniform Land Use Procedure in place, and the city has an experienced city planning 
department and competent staff. But the Bloomberg Special Initiative for Rebuilding and 
Resiliency was kept in the Mayor’s own office, and its report [13]does not even list the City 



Planning Commission or the Planning Department among the agencies they involved—not to 
speak of ignoring the ULURP process entirely. 
 
Conclusion: 
Treating all disasters as alike, and un-natural ones as natural; limiting planning to increasing 
resilience; allocating resources, whether compensatory or developmental, without regard to 
participatory procedures or social justice; and doing all this without a constructive vision for 
the ultimate results desired – these are the wrong ways to go. 
 
Good, equity-oriented, participatory planning is badly needed. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Reference 
 
[1] This piece grew out of a productive discussion at the Planners Network national conference: 
“Beyond Resilience,” at a panel chaired by Norma Ratisi, participated in by Thom Angotti, 
Erminia Mericato, Nabil Kamel and, and Dick Flacks, as well as myself, New York City, June 9, 
2013. 
 
[2] Chester Hartman and Gregory Squires, eds. There’s No Such Thing as a Natural Disaster: 
Race, Class, and Hurricane Katrina, Routledge, New York,. 
 
[3] I owe the example to Nabil Kamel.. 
 
[4] Ermenia Mericato has explicated some of these cases. 
 
[5] Jordan Flaherty, “Post-Katrina Reforms in New Orleans Continue to Disenfranchise African-
Americans,” Wednesday, 29 August 2012 00:00, Truthout |http://truth-
out.org/news/item/11192-reform-and-its-discontents 
 
[6] “Some GOP Legislators Hit Jarring Notes in Addressing Katrina,” Washington Post, 10 
September 2005, A4, available at http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2005/09/09/AR2005090901930.html (Thanks to Jay Arena and Bill 
Quigley) 
 
[7] City press release , available at: 
http://online.wsj.com/article/AP158f45e825734117a97ee4bcec418c8a.html?mod=WSJ_NY_LEF
TAPHeadlines 
 
[8]. Special Master’s Final Report, p. 8 
 
[9] Marcuse, Peter. 2011. “Ignoring Justice In Disaster Planning: 9/11, Katrina, And Social 
Policy,” in Merlin Chowkwanyun and Randa Serhan, eds., American Democracy and the Pursuit 
of Equality: (Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers, 2011), pp. 132-161. Slightly differenct version 
in: “Ignoring injustice in disaster planning: an agenda for research on 9/11 and Katrina” at 
http://www.urbanreinventors.net/paper.php?issue=3&author=marcuse. 
 
[10] See, for a good historical discussion, 
http://masscases.com/cases/sjc/378/378mass629.html. 
 
[11] http://www.floods.org/NoAdverseImpact/FLOODPLAIN_REG_IN_COURTS_050604.pdf 
http://www.floods.org/NoAdverseImpact/FLOODPLAIN_REG_IN_COURTS_050604.pdf 
 
[12] Indeed, some proposals, such as the sea wall with gates, would require multi-state review 
of their lop-sided expenditures running up to $20 billion dollars. See 
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=russian-flood-barrier&page=2 
 
[13] Hurricane Sandy After Action, May 2013, available at 
http://www.nyc.gov/html/recovery/downloads/pdf/sandy_aar_5.2.13.pdf 



 

Defending The Global Commons  

 
 

 
 

We Must Defend The Global Commons Against Commercialization, 
Environmental Catastrophe, And Autocratic Rule 
Noam Chomsky 18 June 2013 
 
Keynote speaker Noam Chomsky to the AUB Class of 2013: We must 
defend the global commons against commercialization, environmental 
catastrophe, and autocratic rule 
I’ve visited Lebanon several times, moments of great hope, and also of 
despair, tinged with remarkable determination to overcome and to move 
forward. The first time I visited – if that’s the right word – was exactly 60 
years ago, almost to the day. My wife and I were hiking in Israel’s northern 
Galilee one evening, when a jeep drove by on a road near us and someone 
called out that we should turn back: we’re in the wrong country. We had, 
inadvertently, crossed the border, then unmarked, now I suppose bristling 
with lethal armaments. 
 
A minor event, but it brought home forcefully a lesson that I knew, but 
perhaps not clearly enough. The legitimacy of borders – for that matter of 
states – is at best conditional and temporary. Neither have inherent 
legitimacy. Almost all borders have been imposed and maintained by 
violence, and are quite arbitrary. The Lebanon-Israel border was 
established in the interests of British and French imperial power, with no 
concern for the humans who happened to live there, or even the terrain. It 
makes no sense, which is why it was so easy to cross unwittingly. 
 
Surveying the terrible conflicts in the world, almost all are the residue of 
imperial crimes and the borders they drew in their own interests. To take 
just one of many, Pashtuns have never accepted the legitimacy of the 
Durand line, drawn by Britain to separate Pakistan from Afghanistan; nor 
has any Afghan government ever accepted it. It is in the interests of 
today’s imperial powers that Pashtuns crossing it are labeled “terrorists” 
so that their homes are subjected to murderous attack by drones and 
special forces under President Obama’s global terrorist campaign. Much 
the same is true worldwide. 
 
There are few borders in the world so heavily guarded by sophisticated 
technology, and so subject to impassioned domestic rhetoric, as the border 
separating Mexico from the United States, two countries with amicable 
diplomatic relations. The border was as usual established by violent 
aggression, the most wicked war in history, in the words of General Ulysses 
S. Grant, later President, who fought in it as a young officer. The border 
was fairly open until 1994, when President Clinton initiated Operation 
Gatekeeper, militarizing it. Before, people had regularly crossed to see 
relatives and friends.  
 
It is likely that Operation Gatekeeper was motivated by another event in 
that year, imposition of NAFTA, the mislabeled “free trade agreement” – 
and the term “imposition” is accurate since the populations of the 
participating countries were opposed. Doubtless the administration 
understood that Mexican farmers, however efficient they might be, cannot 
compete with highly subsidized US agribusiness, and that Mexican 
businesses cannot compete with US multinationals, which must receive 
“national treatment” in Mexico under the NAFTA rules. That would almost 
inevitably lead to a flood of refugees across the border, joining those who 
to this day are fleeing from the ravages of Reagan’s murderous wars in 



Central America in the 1980s. 
 
There are indications of erosion of borders and the cruel hatreds and 
conflicts they symbolize and inspire. The most dramatic case is Europe. 
For centuries, Europe was the most savage region in the world, torn by 
hideous and destructive wars. In the 17th-century Thirty Years War alone 
perhaps a third of the population of Germany was wiped out. It was during 
these years of horror that Europe developed the technology and the 
culture of war that enabled it to conquer the world.  
 
After a final burst of indescribable savagery, the mutual destruction came 
to an end in 1945. Scholarship attributes that outcome to the thesis of 
democratic peace, but one major factor surely was that Europeans by then 
understood that they had developed such capacities for destruction that 
the next time they played their favorite game of slaughtering one another 
would be the last. The closer integration that has developed since is not 
without serious problems, as we see right now, but it is a vast 
improvement over what came before. 
 
A similar outcome would hardly be strange for this region, which until 
recently was essentially borderless. And it is happening, though in awful 
ways. Syria’s seemingly inexorable plunge to suicide is tearing the country 
apart. And there is reason to take seriously the prediction of veteran 
Middle East correspondent Patrick Cockburn that the conflagration and its 
regional impact may lead to the end of the Sykes-Picot regime imposed a 
century ago by Britain and France.  
 
The Syrian civil war has reignited the Sunni-Shia conflict that was one of 
the most terrible consequences of the US-UK invasion of Iraq ten years ago 
– and we should never forget that the Nuremberg judgment, which forms a 
core part of modern international law, described aggression as the 
“supreme international crime,” differing from other war crimes in that it 
encompasses all of the evil that followed. The Kurdish regions of Iraq and 
now Syria are moving towards autonomy and linkages.  
 
Many analysts now predict that a Kurdish state may be established before 
a Palestinian state. If Palestine ever does gain independence in something 
like the terms of the overwhelming international consensus, it is likely that 
its borders with Israel will erode through normal processes of commercial 
and cultural interchange, as had begun to happen in the past during 
periods of relative calm. Anyone familiar with Mandatory Palestine knows 
well how artificial and disruptive any partition must be. 
 
That development could be a step towards closer regional integration, and 
perhaps slow disappearance of the artificial border cutting the Galilee 
between Israel and Lebanon, so hikers and others could do what we did 60 
years ago. Without pursuing details, this seems to me to offer the only 
realistic hope for some partial resolution of the plight of Palestinian 
refugees, now only one of the refugee disasters tormenting the region 
since the invasion of Iraq and Syria’s descent into hell. 
 
Blurring of borders and challenges to the legitimacy of states bring to the 
fore serious questions about who owns the earth. Who owns the global 
atmosphere that is being polluted by the heat-trapping gasses that have 
now “passed a long-feared milestone,… reaching a concentration not seen 
on the earth for millions of years,” with awesome potential consequences, 
so we learned a month ago? Or to adopt the phrase used by indigenous 
people throughout much of the world, who will defend the earth? Who will 
uphold the rights of nature? Who will adopt the role of stewards of the 
commons, our collective possession? That the earth now desperately needs 



defense from impending environmental catastrophe is surely obvious to 
any rational and literate person. The differential reactions to the crisis are 
a most remarkable feature of current history. In the forefront of the 
defense of nature are those called “primitive”: indigenous, tribal, First 
Nations in Canada, aboriginal in Australia, and in general the remnants 
who have survived the imperial onslaught. In the forefront of the assault 
on nature are those who call themselves the most advanced and civilized, 
the richest and most powerful nations. 
 
The struggle to defend the commons takes many forms. In microcosm, it is 
taking place right now in Taksim Square, where brave men and women are 
protecting the last remnants of the commons of Istanbul from the wrecking 
ball of commercialization and gentrification and autocratic rule that is 
destroying this ancient treasure. As the mainstream press has come to 
recognize, theirs is “the cry of those who want to have their voices heard, 
who want to have a say in how they are governed.” The conflict over the 
remnants of the commons is “about control versus freedom… What’s at 
stake is more than a square. It’s the soul of a nation.” 
 
Given Turkey’s prominence, the outcome of the struggle is sure to have a 
large impact on others throughout the region. But even more than that: 
the defenders of Taksim Square today are at the forefront of a worldwide 
struggle to defend the global commons from the ravages of that same 
wrecking ball – a struggle in which we must all take part, with dedication 
and resolve, if there is any hope for decent human survival in a world that 
has no borders, and is our common possession, to defend or to destroy. 
www.zcommunications.org 

 

Brazil feels the weight of the crisis as mass struggles resurface 

 
 

 
 

Mass demonstrations against the increase of bus fares in all major cities 
André Ferrari LSR (CWI in Brazil) 17 June 2013 
 
In São Paulo, on the night of 13 June, the military police cowardly 
attacked a peaceful demonstration of about 15 thousand people in the city 
centre. Police arrested in a totally arbitrary way 235 people, many just for 
being near the site of the demonstration. Some were arrested just for 
appearing to be a student or for carrying vinegar in their backpacks to 
mitigate the effects of tear gas. Riot police fired rubber bullets and bombs 
indiscriminately. In addition to protesters, many journalists, photographers 
and cameramen were injured. Even those who tried to medically assist the 
injured were arrested and their first aid kits were confiscated.  
 
The police crackdown comes amid a spate of attacks on social movements 
and the poor in general.  
 
Brazil is experiencing a new era marked by the more evident signs of crisis 
and the resurgence of struggles by workers and youth. The year 2012 had 
the highest number of strikes for the previous 16 years. Public sector 
workers are resisting cuts and withdrawal of rights. Also private sector 
workers are demanding their share in the vaunted economic growth.  
 
The political effects of these struggles were limited by the fragmentation 
of the movement, the character of the ruling bureaucratic union leaders as 
well as the weaknesses of the left opposition to the government of Dilma 
Rousseff of the Workers Party (PT).  
 



However, 2013, has shown ongoing erosion of the political support for the 
government and the emergence of a new consciousness among broad 
sectors of youth and workers.  
 
The image of Brazil as a country moving towards the “1st world” is heavily 
eroded by a situation of very low growth (less than 1% in 2012) along with 
high inflation, which mainly affects the poor.  
 
At the same moment that the federal government has taken a shift to the 
right in economic policy (increase in interest rates, privatization of ports, 
airports, oil fields, etc.) its support in the polls dropped 8% since March 
(65% to 57%).  
 
Transport fare increase triggers struggles in big cities  
In recent weeks, we have been seeing an explosion of popular struggles, 
led by the youth ignited by increases in public transport fares. In many 
state capitals and major cities, the demonstrations have assumed a 
qualitatively and quantitatively higher dimension than in previous 
movements. In many of them, such as Porto Alegre, Goiânia, Teresina and 
Natal, the increase in fares was reversed following protests.  
 
At this time, the main stage of the struggle is the city of São Paulo. With 
four different demonstrations since June 6, the movement is growing every 
day. The immediate demand is to reduce the bus and subway fares from 
3.20 to 3,00 reals, but the movement also questions the logic of the 
transport system in the city, dedicated exclusively to the profits of a 
handful of employers. Expensive fares, overcrowding and poor conditions 
represent a daily nightmare for workers and students who have to travel 
every day in a giant metropolis.  
 
In Brazil, it is estimated that 37 million people are excluded from public 
transport because of high prices. Tens of millions more spend much of 
their income to travel to work and study amid a chaotic transport of poor 
quality.  
 
One of the demands raised by the movement is a zero-tariff for transport 
in São Paulo. The idea is that companies and the richer layers of the 
population should pay the biggest share the costs of transport and not the 
workers and students.  
 
The PT defended the zero-rate project in the 1980s, when the party was 
still on the left and was based on social movements. The current PT 
government in the city, headed by mayor, Fernando Haddad, rejects this 
project today, refuses to reverse the privatizations in the transport system 
and operates with a canine fidelity towards transport businessmen.  
 
The state government of São Paulo, headed by Geraldo Alckmin of the 
PSDB, the main right wing opposition party to the federal government of 
the PT, and responsible for the São Paulo subway, also refuses to discuss 
these demands. Alckmin promotes a process of privatization of new 
subway lines and is responsible for the brutal repressive response by the 
Military Police of São Paulo during the demonstrations.  
 
Many young workers who voted for Haddad and the PT in municipal 
elections in October last year to avoid a new victory of the traditional 
right, at that time headed by PSDB candidate José Serra, today are deeply 
disappointed with the PT. The unity of PT with the PSDB against the 
demands of the movement and the policy of repression of demonstrations 
is alienating large sectors of their social and electoral base.  
 



World Cup Crimes  
The big events to be held in the country in the coming years (World Cup in 
2014 and Olympics in Rio 2016) are serving as a pretext for a real urban 
counter-reform in the big cities. The construction projects related to the 
World Cup are causing the removal of thousands of families from their 
homes to make way for real estate speculation.  
 
Instead of serving the people, cities are increasingly shaped to serve 
capital. The space of the city is for sale and any obstacle in the way of 
profit must be eliminated. All this is under a façade of modernization and 
social peace.  
 
Stadiums are privatized, corruption runs rampant in the construction 
projects of the Cup, overexploitation of construction workers have caused 
accidents and deaths, contractors in collusion with governments are 
profiting exorbitantly while the rights of residents of big cities are 
trampled on.  
 
Today, June 14, begins a campaign of national struggles of popular 
movements for housing, the Urban Resistance Front, along with the World 
Cup Popular Committees, to denounce the World Cup crimes.  
 
 
 
Repression and criminalization of social movements  
Faced with the rise of struggles and the need to block the demonstrations 
on the eve of the Confederations Cup (which starts on June 15), the police 
crackdown on the protests has intensified dramatically.  
 
Occupying the streets, a basic democratic right, is prohibited. In many 
cities, the police crackdown on demonstrations reminds us of the military 
dictatorship. Judicial decisions prohibiting demonstrations, along with 
police bullets and bombs against demonstrators, shows that we live in a 
moment of serious attacks on the basic democratic rights of the people.  
 
After a strong media campaign saying that the protesters against the 
increase in transport fares were vandals and hooligans and thus justifying 
and supporting police repression, the intense repression of the 
demonstration on June 13 caused a great commotion and even media itself 
had to change its tone.  
 
In São Paulo, on the night of June 13, the military police cowardly 
attacked a peaceful and organized demonstration of about 15 thousand 
people in the city centre. Police arrested in a totally arbitrary way 235 
people. Riot police fired rubber bullets and bombs indiscriminately. In 
addition to protesters, many journalists, photographers and cameramen 
were injured.  
 
The police crackdown comes amid a spate of attacks on social movements 
and the poor in general. In big cities like Sao Paulo and Rio, black youth in 
the suburbs live a real situation of slaughter. Rapesin Rio de Janeiro have 
greatly increased in the last period. The racist police violence, impunity of 
action by death squads, violence against women, the criminalization of 
poverty and repression on the right of popular organizations, are a reality 
in the suburbs.  
 
Landless rural leaders have been murdered in a systematic way and 
recently two indigenous leaders (the ethnic Terena and Guarani-Kaiwoas) 
fighting against agro-business and the government for the demarcation of 
their land were also killed.  



 
The struggle in defence of democratic rights acquires a central importance 
in the context of the World Cup, with the attempt to create a real state of 
emergency in the country, banning demonstrations and free expression.  
 
The city for the workers, the youth and people!  
These struggles for public transport, housing and the democratic right to 
occupy the streets should be unified into a great national movement for 
the right of the workers, youth and people to own and control their own 
cities.  
 
As a result of this fight it would be possible to reconstruct the basis for 
unification and reorganization of fighting workers’, popular and student 
movements, independent of governments and employers. A national 
meeting of workers and youth to carry out a plan of struggle could be built 
and advanced in the direction of building new united tool of struggle.  
 
That’s what LSR (CWI in Brazil) advocates in the social movements we take 
part in and inside PSOL (Party of Socialism and Freedom).  
 
We stand for :  
Immediate reduction of transport fares! Fight for zero tariffs – make the 
employers pay for public transport! Nationalization of public transport 
under democratic workers’ and users’ control! Non-payment of the debt to 
the bankers and speculators and massive investment in public transport!  
End the removals of residents! No to sexual exploitation! Fight against rape 
and violence against women!  
Ensure the rights of construction workers on World Cup projects! No to 
privatization of Maracanã and corruption in the building sites of the World 
Cup! Demarcation of indigenous lands! No to emergency laws imposed by 
FIFA - the right to organization, expression and manifestation!  
No to the repression of demonstrations of youth and workers! No to 
criminalization and increased use of the judicial system against social 
struggle. Immediate freedom for all political prisoners in the fight against 
rising public transport fares and other movements. No to the slaughter of 
black youth in the suburbs!  
For a national day of united struggle around the demands for public 
transport, affordable housing, against the crimes of the World Cup and in 
defence of the right to protest and against the criminalization and 
repression of the social movements.  
For a national meeting of workers and youth to build a plan of action and a 
united nation forum of struggles.  
www.socialistworld.net 

 

Public TV Gets Hammered 

 
 

 
 

When The Public Is In Trouble, Public TV Gets Hammered 
Danny Schechter 14 June 2013 
 
It’s hard for me to feel sorry about the travails of the PBS News Hour 
where bland has been beautiful for years, and an obsessive loyalty to 
mechanistic balance — always veering right — has been in command for 
decades. 
 
The news on PBS survived all these many years because of lavish funding 
from major corporate sponsors who felt comfortable with its stuffy and 
unthreatening approach. 



 
In the years when the initials PBS were jokingly known as the “Petroleum 
Broadcasting System” because of all the backing from oil giants, the then 
MacNeil-Lehrer Report went from a half-hour to an hour. At that time, the 
New Yorker magazine ran a cartoon with a loyal listener — there wasn’t 
much video in those days – asking, “wasn’t it always an hour?” a comment 
on its frequently ponderous presentation. 
 
The news in the New York Times, the News Hour’s favorite journalistic 
source that it always sought to emulate, was not good:  
 
“WASHINGTON — The ‘PBS NewsHour,’ the signature nightly newscast on 
public television, is planning its first significant round of layoffs in nearly 
two decades. 
 
”Because of declines in support from corporate sponsors, the show’s 
producer, MacNeil/Lehrer Productions, will close the two offices it has 
outside of the Washington area — in Denver and San Francisco — and lay 
off most of the employees there. The company, which is based in 
Arlington, Va. will also eliminate several of what it calls ‘noncritical 
production positions’ at its main office.” 
 
The Times reports, “the production company was facing a shortfall of up 
to $7 million, a quarter of its $28 million overall budget.” 
 
Actually, MacNeil/Lehrer Productions was privatized long ago when it was 
bought by rightwing cable mogul John Malone, once known as the “darth 
vader” of the industry. Lehrer and MacNeil were beneficiaries of the deal, 
cashing in on public television for private ends. 
 
When the PBS NewsHour takes a deep hit, you know other broadcasters 
will feel more pain, as is the case in Greece where the whole public 
broadcasting system is being phased out thanks to the draconian austerity 
policies imposed on the country after it couldn’t pay the money it owes to 
U.S. based hedge funds. 
 
Reuters reports: 
 
“Greece’s government faced an internal revolt and public outrage on 
Wednesday over the sudden closure of state broadcaster ERT, hours after 
the humiliation of seeing its bourse downgraded to emerging market 
status. 
 
“The public broadcaster was yanked off air just hours after the shutdown 
was announced in what the government said was a temporary measure to 
staunch an ‘incredible waste’ of taxpayers’ money prior to its relaunch as 
a slimmed-down station. 
 
“Labor unions called a 24-hour national work stoppage for Thursday and 
journalists went on an open-ended strike, forcing a news blackout on 
privately owned television and newspapers. 
 
“‘The strike will only end when the government takes back this coup 
d’etat which gags information,’ the ESIEA union said. 
 
“Some ERT journalists occupied the broadcaster’s building in defiance of 
government orders and broadcasted over the Internet, showing somber 
newscasters deploring the shutdown and replaying images of thousands 
gathered outside to protest. 
 



“ERT’s reporters from as far away as Australia appeared on air to describe 
the outrage of local Greek communities. 
 
“‘It is our only link with our homeland,’ said Odysseas Mandeakis, 
president of the Greek community in Zambia.’” 
 
It is doubtful that unions, employees, and viewers would take similar 
action to save a PBS that has long served an upscale elite audience and is 
“public” in name only. 
 
After years of battling for more fairness and courage on PBS, media 
activists, documentary makers and people’s groups set up alternatives like 
Link TV, Free Speech TV and Democracy Now. I started my TV career in 
public broadcasting in Boston as a news reporter. When the station came 
under pressure from commercial broadcasters for competing with them, it 
killed the 10 ‘O Clock news show on WGBH. 
 
Then as an independent producer at Globalvision, we were never able to 
get PBS to distribute our two pioneering weekly series, “South Africa 
Now,” and “Rights & Wrongs: Human Rights Television.” They were 
offended by its “organizing principle.” PBS turned Rights & Wrongs down 
even though it was hosted by public televisions’s then most respected 
correspondent, Charlayne Hunter-Gault. 
 
TV critic Marvin Kitman asked, “Does that mean that if it was balanced – 
for torture and against torture — they would carry it? In Norway, Sweden 
and on the BBC, they think the show is apolitical. Here they consider it 
ultra-leftist.” 
 
The destruction of Greek Public Television can easily lead to an assault on 
other public broadcasters by governments that have terribly mismanaged 
their economies and who are now looking for scapegoats. In Greece, the 
problem has been compounded by the fact that the IMF that was supposed 
to save the Greek economy now admits it made major mistakes and caused 
some of the economic misery the country is facing. 
 
And so, a media outlet that has been covering the crisis has now become 
central to it – as broadcasters Europe-wide, and viewers in Greece, express 
solidarity. 
 
If ERT goes down without a fight today, others will follow tomorrow. 
 
Anastasia Zigou, a member of Strike Struggle, a group formed by ERT 
journalists said: 
 
“Many of us haven’t slept for 48 hours, but we won’t give in. We are 
sustained by the huge response we’ve had from citizens, not only here but 
at local radio stations all over the country. 
 
“There have been people in tears at local radio stations in border regions – 
in Crete, in Samos, in Thrace. In those areas, ERT was the only Greek 
language radio you could hear, and the signals of other TV stations are 
weak too. Without ERT they feel cut off from the metropolis. But it’s much 
more than that, more than the firing of 2,600 workers. The sudden, 
undemocratic closure of a public broadcaster was a kind of coup. This isn’t 
a private station that someone can just decided to close. This doesn’t 
happen in democratic countries. 
 
She added this appeal: 
 



“We need solidarity from around the world, not just from fellow 
journalists and unions but from ordinary citizens. This matters to 
everyone.” 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
News Dissector Danny Schechter edits Mediachannel.org and blogs at News 
Dissector.net. Comments to dissector@mediachannel.org 

 

USA: Austerity and Public Education 

 
 

 
 

Sebastian Greenholtz 14 June 2013  
 
State-funded schooling is seen as a pillar of so-called Western Democracy, 
educating all children regardless of race or income to create a smarter and 
stronger society. However, under capitalism, genuine equality in education 
is impossible, so long as a small minority can accumulate private property 
while others have to work just to survive. The Founding Fathers envisioned 
a system of common schooling where all students would learn the same 
core of reading and writing, as well as how to be good citizens. But the 
logic of private capital accumulation will never allow this. 
 
While the first public school in the United States opened in 1635, 
compulsory school attendance was not mandated in every state until 1918, 
often passed alongside child labor laws. Federal laws such as the 1946 
National School Lunch Act, expanding access to low-cost or free lunches to 
low-income students, and the Individuals with Disabilities Act, first passed 
in 1975, ensuring free education to students with disabilities, represent a 
step forward. However, huge disparities remain in public education, and 
even these modest gains are under attack. It should be noted that all of 
these gains were the result of working-class struggles in the U.S. and 
around the world. 
 
Some of the earliest advancements in public education came in 
Massachusetts, one of the wealthier states from its founding. Even before 
the Civil War, public schools were better developed in the northern U.S. 
than in the South. During Reconstruction, advances were made in public 
education, especially for blacks, but this was cut across by Jim Crow. To 
this day, public education in the southern U.S. generally falls behind the 
North. 
 
The National Association for Educational Progress consistently ranks states 
in the southern and western United States as achieving the lowest literacy 
and math skills in the country. With southern U.S. segregation laws like 
Separate But Equal, black youth were always at a disadvantage, as not 
only were black schools underfunded and teachers paid less, but because 
economic opportunities for blacks were few, the surrounding communities 
themselves had fewer resources to dedicate to improving the schools. 
 
However, the North was not much better on this account. De facto 
segregation led to similar conditions as in the South. A majority of black 
youth attended nearly all-black schools. The phenomenon of “white flight” 
in the 1970s, where whites and middle-class blacks moved in large 
numbers to the suburbs around major cities, sucked out resources for 
funding inner city schools, leaving public schools mostly dependent on 
state funding to continue to run. This affects all working-class and poor 
youth, with blacks and Latinos hit hardest. 
 



Today, the patterns of uneven development in public schooling established 
in the first few centuries since the settlement of the United States 
continue, with the crisis of capitalism deepening the impact of poverty on 
public schooling. Because at least half of public school funding comes from 
local communities, schools in richer areas have access to more money and 
better resources. Lower-income areas, including many inner city schools, 
face diminishing investment, as millions of Americans lose their jobs or are 
forced into precarious and lower-paying employment, and state 
governments balance budgets by passing austerity programs on school 
funding. Governor Chris Christie made sweeping cuts to New Jersey school 
budgets in 2010, with the steepest cuts made in school districts in Newark 
and Camden, two of the poorest, and most racially polarized cities in the 
state. 
 
The wave of austerity for public schools was highlighted in the March 
announcement that 54 public schools in Chicago would be shut down, the 
most schools closed in one year in any city in the U.S. All of the schools are 
located in poor, and mostly in black and Latino neighborhoods, affecting 
30,000 students and 1,000 teachers. Union reps argue that the already high 
dropout rates will rise further, as students will be discouraged from 
attending schools far from where they live. 
 
While decades ago, a high school dropout might be able to find a steady 
job in manufacturing, most jobs today require at least a high school 
degree, even in low-wage work. Chicago youth face a statewide un- and 
underemployment rate of 72% for those 16 to 19 years old, while for black 
households making $40,000 or less it is 94%. As long as austerity is posed as 
the only solution to the crisis in public education, the material conditions 
for youth will continue to worsen. 
 
Also notable is the case of Detroit, which has faced a massive economic 
crisis since the signing of NAFTA by Democrat Bill Clinton. Workers who 
previously enjoyed high salaries and extensive benefits thanks to a strong 
and active union, now find themselves struggling to hold onto jobs, houses, 
and livelihoods. The city’s population has dropped more than half since its 
peak in the 1950s. Public schools throughout the city, faced with critically 
low attendance and funding, have been closed down or simply abandoned. 
 
Students in Detroit public schools are completely unprepared for college, 
with only 2% of students in Detroit high schools prepared for college math, 
and 11% prepared for college reading, according to 2009 test scores. Less 
than 5% of students in 4th and 8th grades perform at grade level for math 
tests at the level for their grade. But as the crisis deepens, both Detroit 
residents and the state of Michigan have less and less to put into improving 
these schools. 
 
Former Governor Jennifer Granholm appointed Robert Bobb, president of 
Washington DC’s board of education, as the Emergency Financial Manager 
for the Detroit Public School system. Unlike the regular board of education 
members, who are elected and supposed to be accountable to their 
district, Bobb had no ties to an electorate and thus had no problems with 
accepting nearly half a million dollars from private foundations pushing for 
school privatization and signing over nearly every Detroit public school to a 
private economic management corporation. And the cherry on top—the 
deficit he swore to eliminate has only increased. 
 
One alternative put forward by both Democrats and Republicans is opening 
more charter schools in troubled areas. Charter schools are privately run 
and non-unionized, but receive public money along with private donations. 
Proponents claim that the schools perform better than public schools and 



increase opportunities for disadvantaged students. But major studies from 
Stanford and UCLA refute both these claims—while charter students 
perform no better on tests, they exacerbate existing patterns of 
educational disparity. 
 
As part of his privatization effort, Bobb pushed for a complete elimination 
of public schools, to be replaced by charter schools. Similar efforts were 
made in New Orleans after Hurricane Katrina. A few charter schools are 
fighting for unionization, but on the whole, the strength of the American 
Federation of Teachers and the National Education Association, built up 
over decades, is severely undermined by these efforts, just as “Right To 
Work” legislation weakens labor unions around the country. 
 
The teachers in Chicago have started to show how to fight privatization, 
closures, and austerity, starting with the strikes in September 2012, and 
coming to the streets again after the announcement of the new closures. 
The teachers have built ties with the parents and community members, 
who see the future of their children—and their communities—being wiped 
away. The NEA and AFT must stand up to the scourge of underfunding and 
privatization. Other unions should call solidarity strikes to strengthen the 
impact of the teachers’ strikes, bringing the whole economy to a halt to 
show the importance of education for the well-being of everyone. Only 
with the participation of all workers can the hand of austerity be stopped. 
www.marxist.com 
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George Monbiot 13 June 2013 
 
One of the stated purposes of the Conference of Berlin in 1884 was to save 
Africans from the slave trade. To discharge this grave responsibility, 
Europe's powers discovered, to their undoubted distress, that they would 
have to extend their control and ownership of large parts of Africa. 
 
In doing so, they accidentally encountered the vast riches of that 
continent, which had not in any way figured in their calculations, and 
found themselves in astonished possession of land, gold, diamonds and 
ivory. They also discovered that they were able to enlist the labour of a 
large number of Africans, who, for humanitarian reasons, were best 
treated as slaves. 
 
One of the stated purposes of the G8 conference, hosted by David 
Cameron next week, is to save the people of Africa from starvation. To 
discharge this grave responsibility, the global powers have discovered, to 
their undoubted distress, that their corporations must extend their control 
and ownership of large parts of Africa. As a result, they will find 
themselves in astonished possession of Africa's land, seed and markets. 
 
David Cameron's purpose at the G8, as he put it last month, is to advance 
"the good of people around the world". Or, as Rudyard Kipling expressed it 
during the previous scramble for Africa: "To seek another's profit, / And 
work another's gain ... / Fill full the mouth of Famine / And bid the 
sickness cease". Who could doubt that the best means of doing this is to 
cajole African countries into a new set of agreements that allow foreign 
companies to grab their land, patent their seeds and monopolise their food 
markets? 
 



The New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition, which bears only a 
passing relationship to the agreements arising from the Conference of 
Berlin, will, according to the US agency promoting it, "lift 50 million 
people out of poverty over the next 10 years through inclusive and 
sustained agricultural growth". This "inclusive and sustained agricultural 
growth" will no longer be in the hands of the people who are meant to be 
lifted out of poverty. How you can have one without the other is a mystery 
that has yet to be decoded. But I'm sure the alliance's corporate partners – 
Monsanto, Cargill, Dupont, Syngenta, Nestlé, Unilever, Itochu, Yara 
International and others – could produce some interesting explanations. 
 
The alliance offers African countries public and private money (the UK has 
pledged £395m of foreign aid) if they strike agreements with G8 countries 
and the private sector (in many cases multinational companies). Six 
countries have signed up so far. 
 
That African farming needs investment and support is indisputable. But 
does it need land grabbing? Yes, according to the deals these countries 
have signed. Mozambique, where local farmers have already been evicted 
from large tracts of land, is now obliged to write new laws promoting what 
its agreement calls "partnerships" of this kind. Ivory Coast must "facilitate 
access to land for smallholder farmers and private enterprises" – in 
practice evicting smallholder farmers for the benefit of private 
enterprises. Already French, Algerian, Swiss and Singaporean companies 
have lined up deals across 600,000 hectares or more of this country's prime 
arable land. These deals, according to the development group Grain, "will 
displace tens of thousands of peasant rice farmers and destroy the 
livelihoods of thousands of small traders". Ethiopia, where land grabbing 
has been accompanied by appalling human rights abuses, must assist 
"agriculture investors (domestic and foreign; small, medium and larger 
enterprises) to ... secure access to land". 
 
And how about seed grabbing? Yes, that too is essential to the wellbeing of 
Africa's people. Mozambique is now obliged to "systematically cease 
distribution of free and unimproved seeds", while drawing up new laws 
granting intellectual property rights in seeds that will "promote private 
sector investment". Similar regulations must also be approved in Ghana, 
Tanzania and Ivory Coast. 
 
The countries that have joined the New Alliance will have to remove any 
market barriers that favour their own farmers. Where farmers comprise 
between 50% and 90% of the population, and where their livelihoods are 
dependent on the non-cash economy, these policies – which make perfect 
sense in the air-conditioned lecture rooms of the Chicago Business School – 
can be lethal. 
 
Strangely missing from New Alliance agreements is any commitment on the 
part of G8 nations to change their own domestic policies. These could have 
included farm subsidies in Europe and the US, which undermine the 
markets for African produce; or biofuel quotas, which promote world 
hunger by turning food into fuel. Any constraints on the behaviour of 
corporate investors in Africa (such as the Committee on World Food 
Security's guidelines on land tenure) remain voluntary, while the 
constraints on host nations become compulsory. As in 1884, powerful 
nations make the rules and weak ones ones abide by them: for their own 
good, of course. 
 
The west, as usual, is able to find leaders in Africa who have more in 
common with the global elite than with their own people. In some of the 
countries that have joined the New Alliance, there were wide-ranging 



consultations on land and farming, whose results have been now ignored in 
the agreements with the G8. The deals between African governments and 
private companies were facilitated by the World Economic Forum, and 
took place behind closed doors. 
 
But that's what you have to do when you're dealing with "new-caught, 
sullen peoples, / Half devil and half child", who perversely try to hang on 
to their own land, their own seeds and their own markets. Even though 
David Cameron, Barack Obama and the other G8 leaders know it isn't good 
for them.  
www.zcommunications.org 
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Tamara Pearson 13 June 2013 
 
“Science and technology, in revolutionary society, should be at the service 
of permanent liberation, of humanisation”- Paulo Freire 
 
The list of abuses and illogical uses of science today is a long one; there’s 
the global market for privately collected fossils which are inaccessible to 
the rest of humanity, pharmaceutical companies which prioritise 
developing drugs that need repeat prescriptions over complete cures for 
diseases like AIDS because they are more profitable, Monsanto developing 
infertile seeds so that farmers depend on re-buying them, car production 
and road construction prioritised over solar power, not to mention the role 
big oil companies, car manufacturers, and the US government had in 
sabotaging their own research into electric cars because they would have 
been easier to maintain and less profitable... and so on. 
 
But in Merida city, Venezuela, people are developing telescope and 
microscope prototypes for the country’s health and education facilities. 
The Technological Centre for Research and Development of Optical 
Instruments and Parts (CTIDIPO) is a pilot project for the design, 
production, maintenance and repair of optical instruments. 
 
The project is an initiative of the Centre of Astronomical Research 
Francisco J Duarte (CIDA), which is attached to the ministry of science, 
technology and innovation. And while the CIDA focuses on astronomy and 
astrophysics research, including Merida’s observatory and an astronomy 
bus for schools and cultural events, the CTIDIPO provides free technical 
and maintenance services to public services such as the Central Diagnostic 
Health Centres (CDIs). At the plant in Merida they are currently producing 
ten telescopes every three to four weeks, with aim that the best of these 
prototypes can then be used to establish complete large scale production 
lines. 
 
Venezuelanalysis,com talked to three workers at the plant; Elias Sanchez - 
CTIDIPO professional technician (mechanical design), Carlos Leal - 
coordinator of the project, and Jesus Contreras - CTIDIPO budget analyst. 
 
“The CTIDIPO project began in 2008, that’s when we started to write it up 
and signed an agreement with the INAOE [the National Institute of 
Astrophysics, Optics, and Electronics – Mexico]. In 2009 we sent ten 
Venezuelan technicians to Mexico to study, and from 2010 we started to 
purchase machinery. The past few years have revolved around finding this 
warehouse, equipping it, and negotiating with the Belarus state company 



SZOS. Everything you see here,” Sanchez said, indicating the plant, “we’ve 
been buying over the last few years”. 
 
“In Venezuela we’re subjugated to the will of the large economic powers, 
especially the United States, so to build this centre, it was necessary to 
establish relations with brother countries like Belarus, which has a multi-
centric perception of the world and understands the importance of 
technology transfer,” Sanchez said. He went to Belarus last year to choose 
machinery and for training, and a Belarus technician is currently at the 
CTIDIPO plant, helping with the installation and use of the new machinery. 
 
“Technological independence is important because we can then resolve 
our own needs, we don’t need to depend on anyone and we can even help 
other countries,” Sanchez said. 
 
The project is financed by the National Fund for Science and Technology, 
and Sanchez explained it was originally oriented towards supporting the 
CIDA observatory, but later on had a change in vision, towards benefiting 
the population on a national level. 
 
“In a way, this is a rehearsal, as we’re the first of the optics factories. We 
didn’t want the traditional focus of a research centre; we want people to 
have a sense of social belonging to what we do. The idea is that science 
should solve our problems,” Leal explained, emphasising ‘our’. 
 
Furthermore, the project has an education plan for students. “We recently 
awarded twenty overseas scholarships, and the students study the 
technical side of things, but also receive political-social education, and 
when they return to Venezuela they will work with us,” Leal said. 
 
“This project is about the creation of human talent. That is fundamental. 
This productive space, in the future, could be for doctorates in optics, and 
support universities. We also donate telescopes to public schools. 
Astronomy is important; it gives children a larger perspective on life, and 
creates curiosity, encouraging them to study other aspects of science,” he 
said. 
 
However, the project has faced some of the problems that are too 
common in the Bolivarian revolution. “We’ve faced the usual obstacles; 
bureaucracy – decisions are made in Caracas and sometimes we have to 
wait a long time for an answer from there, the administrative processes 
are slow and there have been some problems when authorities change 
around,” Sanchez said. 
 
When I asked Contreras about working conditions and worker participation, 
he said that workers receive all the benefits stipulated in the new labour 
law, such as food tickets, insurance, vacations, end of year bonus, and so 
on, and are paid on time. “In my opinion there are no problems, but it’s 
also true that the technicians earn less than the administrative stuff, and 
it shouldn’t be like that. But that’s not just here, unfortunately that’s the 
case in all the science institutions, and sometimes the coordinator makes 
decisions without consulting us,” he said. 
 
Sanchez also argued that it was a problem that some of the technicians 
had been on scholarships for three years- meaning a lower income, though 
they have now finally been contracted. 
 
The CTIDIPO has been working with two nearby communal councils. “We’re 
starting to develop activities together, we’re putting the dot-circle 
principle into practice,” Sanchez said. The principle, an idea insisted on by 



the late president Hugo Chavez, is where all state initiatives and public 
works have an impact on the surrounding communities, helping them with 
projects that they themselves say they need. 
 
“The idea is that in the medium term future the communities can get 
involved in the productive process, in the painting, the woodwork, 
distribution and packaging. We want to build a socially owned company 
[EPS] in the community- soon we’ll give them a workshop on EPSs, that’s 
our next step, and bring the community development plan up to date,” 
Sanchez said. 
 
“Finally, we’re starting to have our own science and technology system in 
Venezuela,” Chavez said last year during a national science and technology 
exhibition . He said he was glad to see the many scientific and 
technological advances “for humane reasons, not for destruction or for 
capital accumulation”. 
 
The Venezuelan government launched its Science Mission in 2006, and by 
2007 2.69% of Venezuela’s GDP went into science, compared to 0.39% in 
1998, and higher than all other countries in Latin America. The mission 
aims to democratise the sciences and create an independent national 
model of development. It creates and supports scientific projects with 
communities, and seeks out “grassroots technologists who are inventive, 
but who don’t have the resources to develop their ideas”. 
 
The list of other scientific initiatives and projects promoted by the 
Bolivarian revolution and the Venezuelan government is a very long one. 
To mention just a few; there’s the CIEPE, a research centre for 
agricultural production which conducts food studies looking at nutritional 
benefits, native fruits, vegetables, nuts, and fish, and the best ways to 
grow food under Venezuelan conditions. It is also studying how national 
primary materials such as sugar cane, rice, corn, and roots, can be used to 
produce biofuels. The Venezuelan Institute of Scientific Research (IBIC) is 
investigating the use of stem cells for tissue renewal and conducting other 
medicinal, anthropological, biochemistry, ecological, agro-forestry, 
physics, engineering, and ocean science research. 
 
Then there’s Cenditel, the National Centre for the Development and 
Research of Open Source Technology, which develops, promotes, and 
teaches the use of open source hardware and software. It has recently 
created the website “Free Knowledge” (conocimiento libre) to facilitate 
debate over the role of science and technology in national politics. There, 
contributors have so far argued that technology can’t be neutral, and that 
even the laws governing technology and science have political meaning. 
Contributors have discussed the “artificial scarcity of knowledge” in the 
capitalist market, and ways to become free from the “dictatorship of 
software”. 
 
“Without science and technology this revolution wouldn’t be sustainable. 
That’s why it’s extremely important that we are capable of developing 
technology, and that we don’t just dedicate ourselves to consuming it,” 
Morella Barreto, executive secretary of science mission, told AVN.  
www.zcommunications.org 

 

Israel has More Poverty than Any Developed Country  

 



The OECD, like Israeli protestors, turns a blind eye to the occupation, which has become the 

greatest drain on Israel's welfare system  
 
Shir Hever is an economic researcher in the Alternative Information Center, a Palestinian-Israeli 
organization active in Jerusalem and Beit-Sahour. Researching the economic aspect of the Israeli 
occupation of the Palestinian territories, some of his research topics include international aid to 
the Palestinians and Israel, the effects of the Israeli occupation of the Palestinian territories on the 
Israeli economy, and the boycott, divestment and sanctions campaigns against Israel. He is a 
frequent speaker on the topic of the economy of the Israeli occupation. 

Supporting Edward Snowden 

 
 

 
 

Historic Challenge to Support the Moral Actions of Edward Snowden 
Norman Solomon 11 June 2013 
 
In Washington, where the state of war and the surveillance state are one 
and the same, top officials have begun to call for Edward Snowden’s head. 
His moral action of whistleblowing -- a clarion call for democracy -- now 
awaits our responses.  
 
After nearly 12 years of the “war on terror,” the revelations of recent days 
are a tremendous challenge to the established order: nonstop warfare, 
intensifying secrecy and dominant power that equate safe governance with 
Orwellian surveillance.  
 
In the highest places, there is more than a wisp of panic in rarefied air. It’s 
not just the National Security Agency that stands exposed; it’s the 
repressive arrogance perched on the pyramid of power.  
 
Back here on the ground, so many people -- appalled by Uncle Sam’s 
continual morph into Big Brother -- have been pushing against the walls of 
anti-democratic secrecy. Those walls rarely budge, and at times they seem 
to be closing in, even literally for some (as in the case of heroic 
whistleblower Bradley Manning). But all the collective pushing has 
cumulative effects.  
 
In recent days, as news exploded about NSA surveillance, a breakthrough 
came into sight. Current history may not be an immovable wall; it may be 
on a hinge. And if we push hard enough, together, there’s no telling what 
might be possible or achieved.  
 
The gratitude that so many of us now feel toward Edward Snowden raises 
the question: How can we truly express our appreciation?  
 
A first step is to thank him -- publicly and emphatically. You can do that by 
clicking here to sign the “Thank NSA Whistleblower Edward Snowden” 
petition, which my colleagues at RootsAction.org will send directly to him, 
including the individual comments.  
 
But of course saying thank-you is just one small step onto a crucial path. 
As Snowden faces extradition and vengeful prosecution from the U.S. 
government, active support will be vital -- in the weeks, months and years 
ahead.  
 
Signing the thank-you petition, I ventured some optimism: “What you've 
done will inspire kindred spirits around the world to take moral action 
despite the risks.” Bravery for principle can be very contagious.  
 



Edward Snowden has taken nonviolent action to help counter the U.S. 
government’s one-two punch of extreme secrecy and massive violence. 
The process has summoned the kind of doublespeak that usually 
accompanies what cannot stand the light of day.  
 
So, when Snowden’s employer Booz Allen put out a statement Sunday 
night, it was riddled with official indignation, declaring: “News reports 
that this individual has claimed to have leaked classified information are 
shocking, and if accurate, this action represents a grave violation of the 
code of conduct and core values of our firm.”  
 
What are the “code of conduct” and “core values” of this huge NSA 
contractor? The conduct of stealthy assistance to the U.S. national security 
state as it methodically violates civil liberties, and the values of doing just 
about anything to amass vast corporate profits.  
 
The corporate-government warfare state is enraged that Edward Snowden 
has broken through with conduct and values that are 180 degrees in a 
different direction. “I’m not going to hide,” he told the Washington Post 
on Sunday. “Allowing the U.S. government to intimidate its people with 
threats of retaliation for revealing wrongdoing is contrary to the public 
interest.” 
 
When a Post reporter asked whether his revelations would change 
anything, Snowden replied: “I think they already have. Everyone 
everywhere now understands how bad things have gotten -- and they’re 
talking about it. They have the power to decide for themselves whether 
they are willing to sacrifice their privacy to the surveillance state.” 
 
And, when the Post asked about threats to “national security,” Snowden 
offered an assessment light-years ahead of mainline media’s conventional 
wisdom: “We managed to survive greater threats in our history . . . than a 
few disorganized terrorist groups and rogue states without resorting to 
these sorts of programs. It is not that I do not value intelligence, but that I 
oppose . . . omniscient, automatic, mass surveillance. . . . That seems to 
me a greater threat to the institutions of free society than missed 
intelligence reports, and unworthy of the costs.”  
 
Profoundly, in the early summer of 2013, with his actions and words, 
Edward Snowden has given aid and comfort to grassroots efforts for 
democracy. What we do with his brave gift will be our choice.  
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Norman Solomon is co-founder of RootsAction.org and founding director of 
the Institute for Public Accuracy. His books include “War Made Easy: How 
Presidents and Pundits Keep Spinning Us to Death.”  

 

 

From Savannah to South Africa, Opposition to Massive Port Expansions 

 

JAISAL NOOR, TRNN PRODUCER: Welcome to The Real News Network. I'm Jaisal Noor in Baltimore.  
 
Joining us today is Patrick Bond. Patrick Bond is the director of the Centre for Civil Society and 
professor at the University of KwaZulu-Natal in South Africa. Bond is the author and editor of 
recently released books Politics of Climate Justice and Durban's Climate Gamble. 
 



Thank you for joining us, Patrick. 
 
So we normally speak to you from Durban. Today you're in Savannah, Georgia. Talk to us about the 
connection between what's happening in Durban and Savannah and why you're in Savannah today. 
 
PATRICK BOND, DIRECTOR, CENTRE FOR CIVIL SOCIETY: Well, this is a very important port city, 
Jaisal, and I think the second-largest export port in the United States, the fourth-largest overall, 
just undergoing a huge dredging expansion. And that's because of the Panama Canal's expansion. 
Post panamax ships, the ships that are too big for the Panama Canal, are actually going to increase 
in size. The current limit's 5,000 containers going through the canal, and it'll go up to 13,000. So 
those huge container ships that you see coming from East Asia to the United States now will be able 
to go straight through the canal.  
 
And that's raised a lot of issues about whether bunker fuels, the dirty, very carbon-intensive fuel 
for ships, can be controlled and whether there'll be more efficiencies with these large ships, or 
whether because of the efficiencies there's going to be a lot more activity on the seas and a lot 
faster climate change. The CO2's about 5 percent of the total coming from these ships. And there 
have been some very interesting debates, including whether you can simply price the carbon so 
much that you can control emissions. 
 
NOOR: Patrick, can you talk about controlling carbon price as a strategy to fight climate change? 
 
BOND: Well, in theory, if a price hike is high enough it'll change behavior. And that's what the 
economists call the price elasticity. But so far the price increases have been so marginal that we 
haven't really seen any changes at all as a result of prices. And the big example: the peer pricing of 
the carbon markets of Europe and the earlier one in Chicago that closed down. This is a real 
example of failure of the price mechanism. And so it's shifted into carbon taxation. However, the 
huge changes we're going to need in our transport and energy and agriculture and production and 
disposal systems will probably need to be done through command-and-control, through regulation 
directly, not sort of price mechanisms, since it isn't enough to make the big changes needed. These 
are small changes at the margins.  
 
And that's why I think the carbon pricing, including a new tax proposed in South Africa, isn't going 
to be strong enough. And that's why the idea that maybe bunker fuel limits and particularly the 
expansion of these huge ports, and in the case of Savannah dredging ten feet deeper than currently 
exists, which is a subject of a lot of local controversy here, and in South Durban a $30 billion port 
expansion, with petrochemical expansion associated with it, that's also extremely controversial.  
 
The proponents argue in environmental impact assessment that this might save bunker fuel use 
because it's a more efficient system. Critics say, by making the system of transport more efficient, 
that will actually increase the amount of transport, and we really need to be moving to more 
localized economic systems. That's the current nature of the debate. 
 
NOOR: Now, Patrick, you're in Savannah right now. Talk about the resistance to these proposals 
you're seeing in Savannah and also what that resistance looks like in Durban. 
 
BOND: In Savannah, where environmental justice has been at a low ebb, the conservationists have 
mainly been critics, and they've been, especially in the South Carolina side of the Savannah River, 
concerned that the natural resources and park here will be adversely affected by this extraordinary 
dredging that's going to dig up all manner of toxics and sludge. That'll affect the course of this river 
going back many miles from the seacoast. And it may even affect proposals for a new port by 
basically taking the traffic from what would be a more rational site for a port expansion.  



 
In Durban, the resistance is much wider because it will also include a great many people, tens of 
thousands whose lives will be adversely affected by that large a port expansion. And those are 
mainly people of color, the Indian and African and colored people of South Durban, particularly in 
the neighborhoods of Merebank and Clairwood. And in the meetings I've been at over the past year, 
extraordinary unanimity in fighting back, particularly because this is one of the BRICS projects, in 
which the Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa link, where a major summit was held in March in 
Durban. It will include a large loan from the Chinese, about $5 billion, that will help the state 
transport company dig out a port, starting in a couple of years. The resistance has mobilized, with 
residents demanding instead for this large South Durban port, the largest in sub-Saharan Africa, 
instead of its expansion, a detox and a much more clean system of economic activity, and 
especially infrastructure for society, not for the big corporations and shipping industries.  
 
We'll see how these fights go. We'll keep you updated, Jaisal. 
 
NOOR: Thank you for joining us, Patrick. 
 
BOND: Thank you. 
 
NOOR: And thank you for joining us on The Real News Network. 
therealnews.com 

The Planet Can’t Keep Doing Us A Favour’ 

 
 

 
 

David Cromwell 5 June 2013 
 
Sometimes we get so sick of the phrase 'history in the making' that the 
brain tends to switch off. What is it this time?, we sigh. A new high-tech 
piece of military technology that will boost US killing power? A big jump in 
a newspaper's online advertising revenue? The world's best footballer, 
Lionel Messi, joining 'an exclusive list of adidas athletes to have their own 
signature product'? Sometimes the 'history' in question only stretches back 
a few years, maybe a century or two. Only very occasionally, if the claim is 
truly deserved, does it strech back to the earliest era of written records. 
 
But now, with humanity's huge impact on the planet's climate becoming 
ever clearer, we need to go back several million years. Because climate-
related news of history being made are about the level of atmospheric 
carbon dioxide (CO2) reaching 400 parts per million (ppm). The last time 
CO2 was this high was probably 4.5 million years ago, before modern 
humans even existed. 
 
Throughout recorded history, up till the Industrial Revolution, CO2 was 
much lower at around 280 ppm. But large-scale industrial and agricultural 
activity since then has seen humanity profoundly alter the make-up of the 
atmosphere and even the stability of Earth's climate. 
 
'We are creating a prehistoric climate in which human societies will face 
huge and potentially catastrophic risks,' said Bob Ward, policy director at 
the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change at the London School 
of Economics. 
 
According to Bob Watson, former chair of the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change and former UK government chief scientific adviser: 
 
'the world is now most likely committed to an increase in surface 



temperature of 3C-5C compared to pre-industrial times.' 
 
As Damian Carrington noted in the Guardian, even just 2C is regarded as 
'the level beyond which catastrophic warming is thought to become 
unstoppable.' But social scientist Chris Shaw has warned that even the 
notion of a single 'safe' global temperature rise is dangerous. He observes 
that: 
 
'falsely ascribing a scientifically derived dangerous limit to climate change 
diverts attention away from questions about the political and social order 
that have given rise to the crisis.'  
 
But for the corporate media, such questions are essentially taboo, and the 
global corporate and financial juggernaut, driven by the demands of 
capital, shows no sign of slowing down. Scientists calculate that humans 
pumped around 10.4 billion tonnes of carbon into the atmosphere in 2011, 
the most recent year analysed. A Nature news article reports: 
 
'About half of that is taken up each year by carbon "sinks" such as the 
ocean and vegetation on land; the rest remains in the atmosphere and 
raises the global concentration of CO2.' 
 
'The real question now', says environmental scientist Gregg Marland from 
Appalachian State University in Boone, North Carolina, 'is how will the 
sinks behave in the future?' And biogeochemist Jim White at the University 
of Colorado in Boulder warns: 
 
'At some point the planet can't keep doing us a favour.' 
 
In other words, the ability of the planet's natural carbon 'sinks' to soak up 
humanity's CO2 emissions will diminish, and the atmospheric concentration 
of CO2 will rise at an increasing rate. What is so dangerous about climate 
change is not just the high level of CO2 today, but the speed at which it is 
increasing. In other words, climate change is accelerating. 
 
Brian Hoskins, a leading climate scientist based at Imperial College, 
London, says: 
 
'To me the striking fact is that human activity has already driven the 
greenhouse gas carbon dioxide to a level more than 40 per cent above the 
maximum levels it had during the previous million years, and it is going to 
stay at least this high for thousands of years into the future.' 
 
The very real risk of climate calamity will not be going away for some 
considerable time. 
 
'It Is Irresponsible Not To Mention Climate Change' 
 
On 20 May, a devastating tornado hit Moore, a suburb of Oklahoma City, 
and killed at least 24 people, including nine children, injured around 240 
people, and destroyed hundreds of homes and shops, two schools and a 
hospital. It is not yet clear what the impact of global warming might be on 
tornadoes. A warmer climate may mean there is more moisture in the 
atmosphere and therefore more thunderstorms and tornadoes, says 
Richard Betts, head of climate impacts at the UK's Met Office: 
 
'But on the other hand, you might get changes in high-level winds which 
could decrease tornadoes. So it literally could be either way. We don't 
know.' (Pilita Clark, Environment Correspondent, 'Scientists inconclusive 
about climate change impact on tornadoes', Financial Times, May 21, 2013; 



article behind paywall) 
 
Michael Mann, a climatologist at Pennsylvania State University, agrees it's 
'too early to tell' the impact of global warming on tornadoes, although he 
added: 
 
'you'd probably go with a prediction of greater frequency and intensity of 
tornadoes as a result of human-caused climate change.' 
 
For now, at least, it is not possible to directly attribute a particular 
tornado, even a large one like the Oklahoma event, to global warming. As 
Kevin Trenberth, head of the Climate Analysis Section of the National 
Center for Atmospheric Research, told the New York Times in 2010: 
 
'It's not the right question to ask if this storm or that storm is due to global 
warming, or is it natural variability. Nowadays, there's always an element 
of both.' 
 
Moreover, as science writer Joe Romm notes: 
 
'When discussing extreme weather and climate, tornadoes should not be 
conflated with the other extreme weather events for which the connection 
is considerably more straightforward and better documented, including 
deluges, droughts, and heat waves.' 
 
However, he also adds: 
 
'Just because the tornado-warming link is more tenuous doesn't mean that 
the subject of global warming should be avoided entirely when talking 
about tornadoes.' 
 
In 2011, after a record series of tornadoes in the US, Trenberth had told 
Romm: 
 
'It is irresponsible not to mention climate change. ... The environment in 
which all of these storms and the tornadoes are occurring has changed 
from human influences (global warming).'  
 
In the wake of the deaths and devastation wreaked by the Oklahoma 
tornado, Romm has revisited the scientific evidence on global warming and 
tornadoes, and again highlights Trenberth's remark above. 
 
But on the main BBC News television programmes, science correspondent 
David Shukman brushed the topic away: 
 
'Tornadoes are nothing new. And so far there's no evidence that over the 
past century that climate change is causing more of them.' 
 
There was only the briefest mention of climate change, then, by the BBC, 
and nothing was heard on the main television news programmes from any 
of the climate scientists who, as noted above, believe there could be a link 
with global warming. This is standard treatment. The reluctance or 
inability of BBC News to discuss fully and responsibly the seriousness of 
global warming, even when reporting related issues such as energy and 
industry, is something we noted in an alert earlier this year. 
 
'Deniers Want The Public To Be Confused' 
 
But sometimes luck simply runs out for high-profile, highly-paid journalists 
performing their clunking impressions of 'balanced' journalism. This was 



the fate that befell Sarah Montague of the much-vaunted BBC Radio 4 
Today programme when she interviewed James Hansen on May 17. Hansen, 
the former senior Nasa climate scientist who first warned the world about 
catastrophic climate change in 1988, corrected the BBC interviewer when 
she said in her introduction that the global average temperature had not 
changed in two decades. 
 
'Well, I should correct what you just said. It's not true that the 
temperature has not changed in two decades.' 
 
The BBC interviewer blundered on: 
 
'But there was a suggestion that we should have been expecting 0.2 of a 
degree and it has ...' 
 
Hansen interjected: 
 
'No. If you look over a 30 or 40-year period then the expected warming is 
about two-tenths of a degree per decade. But that doesn't mean that each 
decade is going to warm two-tenths of a degree. There's too much natural 
variability.' 
 
Hansen continued: 
 
'In addition, China and India have been pumping out aerosols by burning 
more and more coal. So you get from that, not only CO2, but also these 
particles that reflect sunlight and reduce the heating of the Earth. So [...] 
it's a complicated system, but there's no change at all in our understanding 
of climate sensitivity [to rising levels of CO2] and where the climate is 
headed.' 
 
He was clear that the suggestion that global warming has stalled is 'a 
diversionary tactic' by deniers of the science. Why are they doing this? 
 
'It's because the deniers want the public to be confused. They raise these 
minor issues and then we forget about what the main story is. The main 
story is carbon dioxide is going up and it is going to produce a climate 
which is going to have dramatic changes if we don't begin to reduce our 
emissions.' 
 
The interview was an all-too-rare instance of a BBC journalist being 
confronted by someone who really knew what they were talking about on a 
vital issue for humanity, and able to put it across in a calm and articulate 
way that listeners could easily understand. It's not the first time the BBC 
Today programme has been caught out of its depth on climate science. 
 
The false 'balance' in climate journalism is heavily skewed by the supposed 
need to share time between climate science and climate science denial. 
This is irrational 'journalism' by media professionals who have been 
seduced by a stubborn minority of people who 'refuse to accept that 
climate change is happening despite the overwhelming scientific evidence', 
notes Ryan Koronowski. This minority, particularly in the United States, 
are fanatic about fanning the flames of doubt and are often in powerful 
positions in the political establishment. These climate science deniers are 
often also free-market ideologues. Koronowski, deputy editor of Climate 
Progess, cites a recent study by researchers in Australia which found that: 
 
'people who expressed faith in free-market ideology were also likely to 
reject [the] scientific consensus that climate change is happening and that 
burning fossil fuels helps to cause it.' 



 
Perhaps unsurprisingly, the study also showed that irrational scepticism 
towards scientific evidence extended beyond climate change: 
 
'Endorsement of free markets also predicted the rejection of other 
established scientific findings, such as the facts that HIV causes AIDS and 
that smoking causes lung cancer.' 
 
Indeed, there is a long and shameful history of corporate disinformation 
and rearguard campaigns of deception to deny science. (See, for example, 
Andrew Rowell, Green Backlash, Routledge, London, 1996; and Sharon 
Beder, Global Spin, Green Books, Totnes, 1997.) 
 
For many years now, there has been an overwhelming scientific consensus 
on climate change. A new survey of more than 4,000 peer-reviewed papers 
showed that 97.1% agreed that humans are causing climate change. 
Suzanne Goldenberg reported on the Guardian website that: 
 
'[The] finding of near unanimity provided a powerful rebuttal to climate 
contrarians who insist the science of climate change remains unsettled.' 
 
Moreover: 
 
'The study blamed strenuous lobbying efforts by industry to undermine the 
science behind climate change for the gap in perception. The resulting 
confusion has blocked efforts to act on climate change.' 
 
This corporate-led blocking strategy is particularly cruel, indeed criminal 
on a global scale, given the catastrophic consequences of continued carbon 
emissions. 
 
The Pan-Tentacled, Wall-Eyed And Parrot-Beaked Global Kraken 
 
Political, military, industry and financial elites who take science seriously 
are well aware of the pressing reality of climate change, and worry about 
what it means for their global grip on power. Nafeez Ahmed observes that 
the US military is becoming 'increasingly concerned about the international 
and domestic security implications of climate change.' A US Department of 
Defense (DoD) document, published in February this year, warns that 
climate change will have 'significant geopolitical impacts around the 
world, contributing to greater competition for more limited and critical 
life-sustaining resources like food and water.' Climate change impacts will 
likely also act 'as accelerants of instability or conflict in parts of the world' 
and 'DoD will need to adjust to the impacts of climate change on its 
facilities, infrastructure, training and testing activities, and military 
capabilities.' 
 
The US military's stance on climate change is, of course, not motivated out 
of a heartfelt wish to be a benefactor for humanity. As Ahmed points out: 
 
'The primary goal of adaptation is to ensure that the US armed forces are 
"better prepared to effectively respond to climate change" as it happens, 
and "to ensure continued mission success" in military operations - rather 
than to prevent or mitigate climate change.' 
 
The elite response to impending climate chaos extends to capitalism's 
endless drive to burn ever more dangerous quantities of fossil fuel, even to 
the extent of moving into the Arctic as the ice melts. Ahmed notes that 
the region likely holds a massive 25 per cent of the world's remaining 
undiscovered oil and gas reserves. Fossil fuel companies from the US, 



Russia, Canada, Norway and Denmark already have their eyes on this 
northern prize, 'sparking concerted efforts by these countries to expand 
their Arctic military presence.' 
 
Methane hydrates lying beneath the Arctic permafrost and the seafloor are 
tantalisingly now within reach. An attempt by the Tokyo-based state oil 
company Japan Oil, Gas and Metals National Corporation to extract 
methane from far below the ocean 'shows promise': an odd way to describe 
a reckless operation that will further tip the balance in favour of climate 
instability. A Nature news story, 'Japanese test coaxes fire from ice', 
blithely told readers: 
 
'Reservoirs of methane hydrates — icy deposits in which methane 
molecules are trapped in a lattice of water — are thought to hold more 
energy than all other fossil fuels combined. The problem is extracting the 
methane economically from the deposits, which lie beneath Arctic 
permafrost and seafloor sediments. But some scientists and policy makers 
in energy-poor, coast-rich Japan hope that the reservoirs will become a 
crucial part of the country's energy profile.' 
 
Methane is an even more potent global-warming gas than carbon dioxide. 
That a country's 'energy profile' may be pumped up by exploiting methane, 
even as the planet burns, is surely a form of societal madness. It's sad that 
the madness extends even to the most prestigious of scientific journals. A 
corporate-friendly Nature editorial this month exhorted, 'Together we 
stand'. Those are nice-sounding words. But they are an unfortunate echo of 
the well-known farcical refrain from the UK's discredited 'coalition' 
government: 'We're all in this together'. The propaganda phrase conveys a 
convenient myth of a shared society with shared aims: a real democracy, 
in other words. 
 
The Nature editorial springs from a similarly deluded mindset: 
 
'Protecting the environment is an added cost that many politicians and 
business leaders would prefer to avoid. Not to bother makes things 
cheaper. And despite the rhetoric of environmental campaigners, that 
remains an uncomfortable truth, at least in terms of the climate problem. 
Carbon emissions are a hallmark of energy use — and it is cheap and 
available energy that has made the modern world.' 
 
And perhaps destroyed it too. The blinkered editorial continues: 
 
'The economic currency of gross domestic product, for so long used as a 
benchmark of a country's performance, could be tweaked to include social 
indicators and how well a country respects environmental criteria, such as 
the concept of planetary boundaries that should not be exceeded.' 
 
The feeble call to 'tweak' social indicators, albeit to include 'the concept 
of planetary boundaries that should not be exceeded', is paltry indeed 
when Nature's editors cannot even acknowledge that powerful and 
destructive state-corporate forces are defending their 'right' to exploit the 
planet's resources and keep billions in poverty and servitude. The editors 
of Nature give little sign that they comprehend the inherent 
unsustainability of global capitalism, and they seem oblivious to the scale 
of corporate obstructionism and decades-long disinformation campaigns to 
thwart substantive action on climate. (Again, for example, see the books 
by Rowell and Beder, as well as our own books.) 
 
If the world's leading scientific publication has failed us, perhaps we could 
turn instead to writers such as Edward Abbey. In his classic novel The 



Monkey Wrench Gang, Abbey powerfully and poetically rails against the 
corporate ravaging of the environment. In one vivid scene, the four titular 
protaganists overlook the devastation wreaked by a huge strip mine in 
Arizona: 
 
'Their view from the knoll would be difficult to describe in any known 
terrestrial language. Bonnie thought of something like a Martian invasion, 
the War of the Worlds. Captain Smith was reminded of Kennecott's open-
pit mine ("world's largest") near Magna, Utah. Dr. Sarvis thought of the 
plain of fire and of the oligarchs and oligopoly beyond: Peabody Coal only 
one arm of Anaconda Copper; Anaconda only a limb of United States Steel; 
U.S. Steel intertwined in incestuous embrace with the Pentagon, TVA, 
Standard Oil, General Dynamics, Dutch Shell, I.G. Farben-industrie; the 
whole conglomerated cartel spread out upon half the planet Earth like a 
global kraken, pan-tentacled, wall-eyed and parrot-beaked, its brain a 
bank of computer data centers, its blood the flow of money, its heart a 
radioactive dynamo, its language the technotronic monologue of number 
imprinted on magnetic tape.' (Edward Abbey, The Monkey Wrench Gang, 
Avon Books, 1975/76, New York, p. 159) 
 
Abbey memorably sums up the whole corporate-industrial-military system 
as 'a megalomaniacal megamachine.' The strong, image-laden language 
gives a hint of what humanity is up against. It is not a matter of 'tweaking' 
the system, or asking the megamachine to be nicer. It needs to be 
dismantled and replaced with a cooperative human society that is 
ecologically sustainable. A good start would be to challenge the corporate 
media that limits the possibility of even discussing alternatives to the 
madness of global capitalism.  
www.zcommunications.org 

 

Turkey: mass movement against government  

 
 

 
 

Jorge Martín 4 June 2013  
 
What started as a small scale protest against the destruction of Gezi Park 
that stands next to Taksim Square in Istanbul has now developed into a 
nationwide movement demanding the resignation of Prime Minister 
Erdogan, of the AK Party. 
 
On May 28, a few dozen people decided to physically prevent work being 
carried out in Gezi Park to build a shopping mall and were met with brutal 
repression by the police and paramilitary thugs. They were surrounded so 
that there would be no escape route and then subjected to a barrage of 
tear gas. Their small camp was destroyed and their tents burnt. 
 
Turkish police is known for its brutality (and there were violent clashes 
when they prevented the May Day demonstration from entering Taksim 
Square). However, something was different this time. Perhaps it was the 
fact that the protesters kept coming back night after night, despite being 
subjected to the same treatment. Or perhaps the fact that the public saw 
them as ordinary citizens as opposed to hardened “radicals” or trade union 
activists. Whatever the reason, the protests and the brutal police 
repression sparked a wave of sympathy which very quickly became a mass 
movement against the government which spread throughout the country. 
 
The first reaction of Prime Minister Erdogan was typically arrogant, 
taunting the protesters. “If you get 20 people we can get 100,000, if you 



get 100,000 we will get 1 million” he challenged them, adding that his 
mind was made up and there would be no change in the project. 
 
The response from the masses was a huge demonstration on Friday, May 
31. Hundreds of thousands took to the streets of Istanbul. In Istiklal 
Avenue tens of thousands fought against the police which used a massive 
amount of tear gas and water cannons to attempt to prevent the crowds 
from entering Taksim Square. Barricades were erected in different parts of 
the city and clashes continued into the early hours of Saturday, June 1st. 
This was no longer a small movement of a few activists, but a mass protest 
involving diverse sectors of the population: “we are not activists, we are 
the people”, some shouted. There was banging of pots and pans in 
neighbourhoods across the capital, while in some places the protest took 
the form of switching the lights on and off at regular intervals. The whole 
city was alive and supporting the movement, horrified at the brutality of 
police repression. "About half past one the entire city started to 
reverberate. People were banging on pots, pans, blowing whistles," one 
eye-witness told BBC News. 
 
Another eyewitness described the composition of the crowd in this way: 
“you could see members of the Communist Party with their red flags, but 
also ‘Anti-capitalist Muslims’, revolutionary socialist fronts, trade 
unionists, Kurdish parties, even the CHP (social democratic nationalists), 
or elderly men and women, unemployed youth, professionals (teachers, 
architects), lower class people, middle class people and even upper class 
people.” 
 
Football supporters from rival teams reached a deal to unite their forces 
against police violence. The first to join forces were supporters of the big 
three: Beþiktaþ, Fenerbahçe and Galatasaray, but they were soon joined 
by Beþiktaþ’ sworn enemies Bursaspor, and then by Trabzonspor 
supporters who have a long running feud against Fenerbahçe. A Beþiktaþ 
fan tweeted: “The pride I had when Galatasaray and Fenerbahçe fans were 
shoulder-to-shoulder walking to the district shouting ‘Beþiktaþ you are our 
everything’ was worth everything. I am grateful.” As in the Tunisian and 
Egyptian revolutions, football supporters provided their valuable 
experience in street fighting against the police. 
 
The participation of Kurds and Alevis in the movement is also significant 
and should not be taken for granted. It was a member of parliament for 
the Kurdish party BDP who was defending the Gize Park protesters in the 
initial days of repression, only to be joined then by members of parliament 
for the Republican Party CHP. The site of Kurdish flags side by side with 
Turkish flags with the picture of Ataturk, next to red flags of socialist and 
communist organizations reveals the broad scope of this movement. 
 
A Reuters report described the following scene on Saturday: “After the 
police withdrew from Taksim Square, supporters of Turkey's pro-Kurdish 
BDP party danced a Kurdish dance in celebration just yards from 
nationalists waving Turkish flags. They jointly chanted ‘shoulder to 
shoulder against fascism’. A group of soccer fans from fierce rival Istanbul 
clubs Fenerbache, Besiktas and Galatasaray joined the chant.” 
 
This is very significant. As a matter of fact, we have argued for a long time 
that the majority of the Kurdish population now lives in the urban areas, 
they are workers in the huge cities of Istanbul and Ankara, and their future 
will be determined by what happens there. Their national and democratic 
demands can only be solved as part of a united struggle with their Turkish 
class brothers and sisters against capitalism. 
 



Only a few months ago many would have argued that this was impossible, 
that the Turkish workers and even a significant section of the Turkish left 
organizations are infected by national chauvinism. That was, and still is, 
true, to a certain extent. But a few days of fighting the police together in 
the barricades and marching together against Erdogan seem to have gone a 
long way in uniting in struggle Turkish and Kurdish workers and youth in a 
common struggle, showing what would be possible. 
 
By this time the demonstrations had already spread to the capital Ankara 
and other cities like Izmir, Izmit, etc. The demands and slogans of the 
protesters had moved from the issue of defending Gezi Park to a general 
opposition to the government and the demand for the resignation of 
Erdogan. 
 
Then on Saturday, June 1st, a huge demonstration of tens of thousands 
which had gathered in Kadikoy, in the Asiatic part of the city, decided to 
march onto Taksim Square with the clear aim of taking it over and fighting 
back against police brutality. 
 
They walked the 20 km which separate Kadikoy from Taksim and nothing 
could stop them. The country’s president called for the police to be 
withdrawn and a court ruled that the building project in Gezi Park should 
be stopped (in fact the mayor only has planning permission for an 
underground car park!). At 4pm the order was given for riot police to 
retreat. Had they not done so, they would have probably been over-run by 
the masses, angry at police brutality and now aware of their own strength. 
This video gives an indication of the size of the march and the mood of 
those present.  
 
The masses entered Taksim Square in a mood of jubilation. A first, partial 
victory had been achieved. The riot police, despite their brutality, had 
been shown not to be invincible. This emboldened the masses. The 
movement had now become truly national. According to official figures 
from the Ministry of Interior, there were over 90 demonstrations in 48 
provinces across the country, with over 1000 people arrested, just on May 
31 and June 1. The same official figures for June 2 were of over 200 
demonstrations in 97 cities. 
 
Clashes now moved to the Beþiktaþ district, where the office of the prime 
minister is located. The masses wanted to take it over. There were running 
clashes with the police for two days. On the night of June 2nd, the 
protesters commandeered a huge digger which had been brought to clear 
out the barricades and used it to charge against the riot police, coming to 
within 200 metres of the PM’s office. In Istanbul, but also in Ankara, Izmir 
and other places, the movement had acquired insurrectionary features, 
with the masses fighting back against the police and in some cases 
successfully forcing them back. 
 
The background to the movement 
What is the background to this movement? How is it possible that an 
apparently small issue (a “few trees” as Erdogan put it) has sparked such a 
huge movement? Many learned commentators and clever analysts are 
puzzled. How could this happen in an economy which has consistently 
registered very high rates of economic growth and in which GDP per capita 
has more than trebled in the ten years of the AKP government? 
 
This is not like the “Arab Spring”, they insist, which was motivated by 
economic and social problems. Turkey has a democratic system, unlike 
Tunisia and Egypt, they stress. However, if you look beneath the surface 
you can find the accumulated combustible material which has now been 



ignited. 
 
First of all, the issue of the building of a shopping mall in Gezi Park is not 
just a question of “a few trees”. To start with, Taksim Square has an 
historic significance for the Turkish left and trade union movement. It was 
here that a huge demonstration of half a million people on May Day 1976 
was attacked by paramilitary gangs (in all probably linked to the state 
apparatus and with the support of the CIA) and the security forces, who 
killed 42 and injuring hundreds. The return of the May Day demonstration 
to Taksim Square and the punishment and trial of those responsible for the 
killing (none of whom have yet been brought to justice) has become a 
cause of enormous symbolic importance for the left and trade union 
movement in Turkey. 
 
There is more to it. The official plan of the municipality is to build a 
reconstruction of the Ottoman Empire Taksim Military barracks which 
would house the shopping mall. This is seen as part of the AKP agenda to 
reclaim the ancient grandeur of Turkey under the Ottoman Empire. Last 
week it was announced that a planned third bridge over the Bosphorus is 
going to be name after Sultan Selim I (Selim the Grim). This has infuriated 
the Alevi minority, which Selim massacred in the 16th century. All this 
reclaiming of the legacy of the Ottoman Empire is deeply offensive not 
only to Alevis but also to many Turks, who are attached to the secular 
tradition of the bourgeois national movement of Ataturk, on which the 
modern Turkish republic was founded. 
 
It is not just a religious vs. secular issue either. The planned shopping mall 
in Taksim has come to symbolize the type of speculative urban 
development model on which the economic growth during the AKP 
government has been based upon. Opposition to the gentrification of 
whole areas of the city, the pushing out of working class people to the 
outskirts of the capital, the shoddy construction deals going to cronies of 
the ruling party, the glaring contradiction between the luxury homes of 
the millionaires and the shanty towns where the recently arrived workers 
live was all concentrated in the struggle against the bulldozing of Gezi 
Park to make room for yet another shopping mall. A speculative building 
boom was in fact a key element of the sustained economic growth which 
Turkey experienced for the best part of ten years and which is now coming 
to an end. 
 
There are also of course, democratic issues. For ten years the AKP has 
ruled with an iron hand, arresting independent and critical journalists, 
censoring the media (which did its best not to report anything about the 
current movement as it was developing), maintaining thousands of political 
prisoners, using repression and arrests against the trade union movement, 
etc. This has been combined with a creeping assault on the secular 
character of the state, the latest measure being a law which curtails the 
public sale of alcohol. 
 
Many of these things were passively accepted, or at least did not provoke a 
mass movement up until now, as the economy was growing. It was mainly 
on the basis of this economic growth that the AKP solidified its electoral 
support, which went from 34% in 2002, to 46% in 2007 and nearly 50% in 
2011. 
 
On the surface, the AKP had achieved very impressive rates of growth. 
Between 2002 and 2011, the Turkish economy grew by an average rate of 
7.5 percent annually. Average per capita income rose from $2,800 U.S. in 
2001 to around $10,000 U.S. in 2011. The economy was hit by the global 
crisis of capitalism in 2008/09, but recovered quickly with strong rates of 



growth of 9% and 8.5% in 2010 and 2011. 
 
However, quite a lot of this growth was based on a massive influx of 
foreign direct investment, attracted by a programme of wholesale 
privatisation of public assets, which meant the country accumulated a 
massive foreign debt. Between 2008 and 2012, GDP grew by $44 billion, 
while foreign debt grew by $55 billion. This became unsustainable. 
 
While Turkey benefited from trade agreements with the European Union, 
the crisis in Europe has forced it to pursue a more aggressive political, 
trade and diplomatic offensive in the Middle East and North Africa in 
recent years. Behaving like a regional imperialist power, Turkey has 
attempted to secure markets and spheres of influence in the whole region 
by linking up with the newly established Muslim governments of Tunisia 
and Egypt, building strong links with the Kurdish Regional Government in 
Northern Iraq and becoming actively involved in supporting the Free Syrian 
Army rebels against the Assad regime. 
 
All the factors that created the “Ottoman tiger” are now turning into their 
opposite. Three weeks ago a bomb in Reyhanli, on the border with Syria, 
killed 46 people. Many are blaming the government’s involvement in the 
Syrian civil war for the killing of innocent civilians in Turkey. Erdogan, who 
had previously openly clashed with Israel, is now seeking rapprochement 
with the Jewish state as he finds himself on the same side of the Syrian 
conflict. 
 
From an economic point of view, the “miracle” is over. Some have 
described the Turkish economy as “a gradually-deflating balloon, subject 
to erratic and irregular whims of the markets.” GDP growth has 
dramatically slowed down to an almost standstill. The rate of growth for 
2012 was just 2.2%, with domestic private consumption contracting 0.8% in 
the last quarter. 
 
The headline figures of economic growth in reality were hiding a persistent 
and deep divide between the rich and the poor. In 2011, when GDP grew 
by 8.5%, the richest 20 percent of the population held almost half of 
national income while the poorest 20 percent had just 6 percent. Despite 
the economic growth of the last decade, Turkey is the third most unequal 
country in the OECD. 
 
The glaring contradictions between the wealthy elite and the majority of 
the population are exemplified by a tax system in which indirect taxation 
represents 2/3 of revenue hitting working people and the poor hardest. 
Even indirect taxes are skewed in favour of the wealthy, with the general 
sales tax at 18%, while it is a mere 8% for caviar and 0% for some precious 
stones. 
 
The unemployment rate has remained at around 9% throughout this period, 
and the official figures grossly underestimate the situation in which many 
have ceased looking for a job altogether. Youth unemployment amongst 
university graduates is around 30%. The official figure for people living 
below the poverty line is 16%. 
 
The resentment created by an economic boom which maintained inequality 
was contained by a general improvement in living standards, while at the 
same time created higher expectations which could not be met. Now that 
economic growth is slowing down sharply, all the contradictions have come 
to the fore. 
 
It is this combination of democratic issues and social tensions which has 



now exploded in this massive movement against Erdogan which has taken 
everyone by surprise. 
 
The speed at which it has developed from an apparently minor issue into a 
national mass movement against the government also reflects the 
enormously turbulent period we live in globally. The overthrow of Mubarak 
and Ben Ali in 2010 and the massive protests against austerity cuts in 
Southern Europe in the last two years will have certainly had an impact on 
the consciousness of millions of people in Turkey. For a while, it seemed 
that those movements had nothing to do with them, but when conditions 
became ripe, the idea that united mass action is the only way forward 
captured the imagination of the masses and has became a material force. 
 
Regional implications 
Teargas on the streets of Istanbul. Photo: Eser KaradaðRevolutionary 
developments in Turkey will have a massive impact throughout the region, 
both in the Middle East and in Europe. A mass movement against an Islamic 
conservative capitalist government in Turkey can only weaken the appeal 
of the Islamists in other countries and at the same time strengthen the 
revolutionary movement against the EnNahda government in Tunisia and 
the Muslim Brotherhood government in Egypt. 
 
There have already been demonstrations in Cyprus where we now can see 
the prospect of revolutionary developments on both sides of the national 
divide. In Greece solidarity demonstrations have already taken place, and 
a revolutionary movement in Turkey is the best way to push back the old 
ugly ghost of Greek vs. Turkish national chauvinism. 
 
Washington is certainly very worried at the prospect of revolutionary 
developments in yet another of its allies in the region. Turkey is a key 
player from the point of view of imperialist intervention in the civil war in 
Syria which threatens to destabilise the whole region. This goes to 
highlight how it is only revolutionary events in the countries with a 
stronger working class that can prevent the descent of the region into the 
inferno of a bloody sectarian civil war with imperialist powers involved on 
both sides. 
 
The last thing the US want is the revolutionary overthrow of Erdogan. For 
this reason they have advocated restraint and have officially complained 
about “excessive use of force”. Of course, if excessive use of force could 
have achieved the intended aim of smashing the movement, then there 
would have been no complaints. What they are really saying is that they 
are worried that excessive use of force by the police is provoking the 
opposite effect. 
 
Erdogan is combining arrogance and the use of brutal repression (there 
were reports yesterday of helicopters throwing tear gas into residential 
areas), with an attempt to play the religious card. He is now saying that 
what he really would like to build in Gezi Park is a mosque! He wants to 
give the image of being strong and decisive, but there are growing voices 
of opposition even from within his own party. 
 
As we have witnessed before in the revolutionary movements in Tunisia 
and Egypt, the most dangerous moment for any regime is when it can no 
longer crush a movement by force, but making concessions could also 
encourage it to go further. This is the dilemma facing Erdogan and the 
section of the ruling class he represents at this moment. 
 
We should not forget that he probably still has reserves of support amongst 
the more backward and conservative layers in society. But this will 



probably be inert, passive layers, not a force than can be mobilised in 
massive numbers to decisively face the protesters. There have been 
reports of plain clothes AKP thugs helping the police in several cities, but 
these are small gangs, not a mass movement. 
 
Already they are playing a game of "concessions" in order to defuse the 
movement. The country's president Abdullah Gül has apparently distanced 
himself from Primer Minister Erdogan, by saying that he understands the 
reasons of the protesters and that democracy is not only ballots every few 
years. However, these are just words, as he has not actually made any real 
concessions and is calling for protests to stop. Erdogan is waving the stick 
and Gül a symbolic carrot, but what they both want is the same: that the 
masses should go back home and abandon the streets.  
 
What happens in the next few days and hours will be decisive. The 
movement has not yet exhausted its reserves of support, is confident and 
becoming emboldened. If it takes a decisive step forward it could bring the 
government down. 
 
Which way forward? 
The movement so far has been largely spontaneous in its nature, as it 
could not be otherwise. It developed extremely quickly from a small 
protest of 50 people to a mass movement which now involves probably 
millions in one way or another. It has also united different sections of 
society and different national groups and minorities. This is its strength. 
 
However, the movement cannot remain at this level if it is to move 
forward. Yesterday there were intense discussions about the need for a 
general strike. This is really the way forward for the movement. There 
have already been mass demonstrations in most of the country. People 
have fought back against the riot police. The state apparatus has not been 
able to crush the movement for now. However, the government remains in 
place and the state apparatus is intact. 
 
The entry of the working class as an organized force in the movement 
could decisively change the balance of forces. A general strike is needed. 
Already the public sector workers union KESK has expanded its planned 
national strike on June 5 for June 4 as well. The leaders of the DISK union 
confederation were present in Taksim Square and its general secretary 
addressed the protesters. DISK has also called for workplace stoppages 
tomorrow from 12 to 14h to discuss the situation and is planning a national 
executive meeting to discuss the issue of the general strike. 
 
Today, both DISK and KESK are jointly discussing the calling of a general 
strike coinciding with the public sector workers’ strike on June 5. 
According to some reports the Istanbul Education Union n. 6, organizing at 
universities and colleges, has already issued a strike call for today and 
tomorrow. There is news that hospital workers in Ankara are also coming 
out on strike. 
 
Turkey has a strong working class, replenished and strengthened in the last 
20 or 30 years with a massive influx of migrants from the countryside. Its 
revolutionary traditions are second to none. While containing many areas 
of backwardness, Turkey also has a very modern industrial working class. 
 
The call for a general strike should be combined with a call for the setting 
up of committees of action in every factory, workplace and working class 
neighbourhood to give the movement an organised and democratic 
character. Such committees could be coordinated at a local, regional and 
national level through elected representatives. 



 
In fact, if there were a revolutionary leadership with roots in the working 
class, we would be on the eve of a revolutionary overthrow of capitalism in 
Turkey. 
www.marxist.com 
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The Muslim Brothers’ economic credo of free enterprise unhampered by 
state interference is more closely consonant with neoliberal doctrine than 
was the form of capitalism dominant under Mubarak. This holds in 
particular for the version of that credo articulated by Khairat al-Shatir, the 
Brotherhood’s very capitalist number two after the murshid (guide), and a 
representative of its most conservative wing, or by Hassan Malek, an 
extremely wealthy, eminent member of the Brotherhood, who, after 
making his debut in the business world in a partnership with Al-Shatir, 
today manages, with his son, a constellation of enterprises in textiles, 
furniture and trade, employing more than 400 people. 
 
The portrait of Malek painted by Bloomberg Businessweek could well have 
been titled The Brotherhood Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, so 
faithfully does it seem to paraphrase Weber’s classic: “[The Maleks] are 
part of a generation of religious conservatives ascendant in the Muslim 
world, whose devotion to God invigorates their determination to succeed 
in business and politics. As Malek says, ‘I have nothing else in my life but 
work and family.’ These Islamists pose a formidable challenge to secular 
governance in countries such as Egypt — not only because of their 
conservatism but because of their work ethic, single-minded focus, and 
apparent abstention from sloth and sin. They’re up for winning any 
contest. ... ‘The core of the economic vision of Brotherhood, if we are 
going to classify it in a classical way, is extreme capitalist,’ says Sameh 
Elbarqy, a former member of the Brotherhood” (1). 
 
The former Muslim Brother interviewed by Bloomberg Businessweek asked 
the right question. What is in doubt is clearly not the Brotherhood’s 
allegiance to the neoliberal capitalism of the Mubarak era, but its capacity 
to shed its worst traits: “What remains to be seen is whether the crony 
capitalism that characterised the Mubarak regime will change with pro-
business Brotherhood leaders such as Malek and El-Shater in charge. 
Although the Brotherhood has traditionally worked to alleviate the 
conditions of the poor, ‘the working people and farmers will suffer 
because of this new class of businessmen,’ Elbarqy says. ‘One of the big 
problems with the Muslim Brotherhood now — they have it in common with 
Mubarak’s old political party — is the marriage of power and capital’” (2). 
 
Emulating the Turks 
This marriage of state power and capital removes the main obstacle to 
Egyptian capitalism’s collaboration with the Brotherhood: the repressive 
harassment of the Brothers under Mubarak. The Muslim Brothers are today 
assiduously emulating the Turkish experience by creating an association of 
businessmen, EBDA (Egyptian Business Development Association), which 
addresses itself, in particular, to small and medium enterprises. It has 
been constructed on the model of MÜSIAD, with the direct help of that 
Turkish association (3). Like the AKP and Erdogan’s government, however, 
the Brotherhood and Mohamed Morsi pose as representatives of the 



common interests of all categories of Egyptian capitalism, big and small, 
not excluding the segment of it that collaborated with the old regime — a 
sizeable segment of its uppermost levels in particular, as might be 
expected. 
 
The make-up of the delegation of 80 businessmen that joined Morsi on his 
August 2012 trip to China nicely illustrates the Brotherhood’s capitalist 
syncretism. The new president wants to play the role of travelling 
salesman for Egyptian capitalism, in the style of western heads of state. 
The members of the delegation were chosen by Hassan Malek, who formed 
a committee charged with organising communications between business 
circles and the president’s office. Invited to make the trip were several 
business executives who had belonged to the former ruling party, the NDP 
(National Democratic Party), and collaborated with the old regime. Among 
them was Mohamed Farid Khamis, chairman of Oriental Weavers, which 
boasts that it is the biggest producer of machine-made rugs and carpeting 
in the world. Khamis was a member of the NDP’s political bureau and of 
parliament as well. Another member of the former ruling party’s political 
bureau included in the delegation, Sherif el-Gabaly, was reputedly a close 
associate of Gamal Mubarak’s. El-Gabaly is on the board of the Egyptian 
Federation of Industry and chairman of Polyserve, an industrial group that 
makes chemical fertilizers (4). 
 
Basically, Morsi has taken up a position resembling Erdogan’s, at the point 
of convergence of various capitalist fractions in his country and squarely 
on the path that Egyptian capitalism overall had already been following. 
There is, however, a major difference between the Muslim Brothers and 
the AKP — and, therefore, between Morsi and Erdogan. It resides less in 
the differing relative weight of the petty bourgeoisie and middle strata in 
the two organisations than in the very nature of the capitalism whose 
interests each represents: in the Turkish case, a form of capitalism 
dominated by the export-oriented industry of an “emergent” country; in 
the Egyptian case, a rentier state, and a capitalism that is dominated by 
commercial and speculative interests and heavily marked by decades of 
neopatrimonialism and nepotism. 
 
The trip to China was, to be sure, meant to promote Egyptian exports and 
reduce the $7bn-plus Egyptian trade deficit in exchanges between the two 
countries. The Egyptians also sought to convince the Chinese leaders to 
invest in their country, albeit with little success. Morsi’s basic continuity 
with Mubarak, however, appears in Egypt’s manifest dependency on GCC 
capital — with the difference that Qatar has replaced the Saudi kingdom as 
the new regime’s main source of funding, as is only natural in light of the 
Muslim Brothers’ relationship with the emirate. Qatar has granted Egypt a 
loan of $2bn and pledged to invest $18bn over a five-year period in 
industrial and petrochemical projects, as well as tourism and real estate; 
it is also considering acquiring Egyptian banks. Moreover, Morsi’s 
government has applied for a $4.8bn loan from the IMF, making it clear 
that it is entirely disposed to comply with the IMF’s conditions as far as 
budgetary austerity and other neoliberal reforms go. 
 
In the name of religion 
These new loans will exacerbate Egypt’s already very onerous debt 
burden: one quarter of the country’s state budget expenditure, which 
exceeds receipts by 35%, currently goes to servicing its debt. The decision 
to borrow more, in compliance with neoliberal logic, means that the 
government will have no choice but to cut public sector salaries as well as 
the subsidies and pensions that go to the neediest. Morsi has, moreover, 
promised a delegation of businessmen on a September 2012 visit to Egypt 
organised by the US Chamber of Commerce that he will unhesitatingly 



carry out drastic structural reforms to put the country’s economy back on 
its feet (5). Given these economic orientations, the regime will inevitably 
have to prepare to repress social and working-class struggles. The new 
government’s effort to suppress labour union freedoms won as a result of 
the uprising, like the spiralling dismissals of labour union activists, are 
harbingers of things to come. 
 
Morsi, his government and, behind them, the Muslim Brothers, are leading 
Egypt down the road to economic and social catastrophe. Neoliberal 
prescriptions, applied in the country’s present socioeconomic 
environment, have already provided ample proof that they cannot help 
Egypt break out of the vicious circle of underdevelopment and 
dependency. Quite the contrary: they have plunged it even deeper into 
the quagmire. The profound political and social instability engendered by 
the uprising only make the prospect of growth led by private investment 
still more improbable. And one has to have a strong dose of faith to 
believe that Qatar will make up for the penury of public investment in 
Egypt, particularly in a climate of uncertainty about the country’s future. 
 
In Mubarak’s day, the only recourse the poor had was to charity, combined 
with “the opium of the people”. “Islam is the solution,” the Muslim 
Brothers have been promising them for decades, masking with this empty 
slogan their incapacity to draw up an economic programme fundamentally 
different from the government’s. The hour of truth has now come. As 
Khaled Hroub has stressed, “In the period just ahead of us, these two 
questions or logics — the slogan ‘Islam is the solution’ and the discourse in 
the name of religion — will, with their ideological burden, face the test of 
a public, mass experiment conducted in the laboratory of popular 
consciousness. The experiment may last a long time, devouring the lives of 
an entire generation. It seems, however, that the Arab peoples must 
inevitably traverse this historical period, so that their consciousness can 
make a gradual transition from an exaggerated obsession with their 
identity to an awareness of political, social, and economic reality” (6). 
 
Those who traffic in “the opium of the people” have now become the 
government. The soporific power of their promises has inevitably waned as 
a result, the more so as — this is another difference between Khomeini, on 
the one hand, and Ghannouchi and Morsi, on the other — they do not have 
the advantage of a big oil rent with which to buy the consent or 
resignation of a large segment of the population. Maxime Rodinson posed 
the issue very well more than a quarter of a century ago: “Islamic 
fundamentalism is a temporary, transitory movement, but it can last 
another 30 or 50 years — I don’t know how long. Where fundamentalism 
isn’t in power it will continue to be an ideal, as long as the basic 
frustration and discontent persist that lead people to take extreme 
positions. You need long experience with clericalism to finally get fed up 
with it — look how much time it took in Europe! Islamic fundamentalists 
will continue to dominate the period for a long time to come. 
 
“If an Islamic fundamentalism regime failed very visibly and ushered in an 
obvious tyranny, an abjectly hierarchical society, and also experienced 
setbacks in nationalist terms, that could lead many people to turn to an 
alternative that denounces these failings. But that would require a 
credible alternative that enthuses and mobilises people. It won’t be easy” 
(7).  
www.zcommunications.org 

 



The Stockholm Uprising and the Myth of Swedish Social Democracy 

 
 

 
 

Catharina Thörn 31 May 2013 
 
“Even in Sweden”. The title of geographer Allan Pred’s book, published in 
2000, pops up in my head while reading international reports on the 
uprisings in Stockholm. In a Europe in the midst of economic, social and 
democratic crisis, urban uprisings were likely to erupt again (following 
disturbances in urban France, Greece, England, and Spain) sooner or later. 
The question was when and where next? When the poor suburb of Husby lit 
up, the surprise in the newspapers was palpable: even in Stockholm! 
 
“Who are they?”, the reporter from Sky News asks. The New York Times 
writes: “In Sweden, Riots Put an Identity in Question”. 
 
In his wide ranging historical-materialist analysis, Allan Pred challenged 
the dominant image of Sweden as a country of tolerance and equality and 
showed how the country is imbued with racism and discrimination. He 
wrote about the “dirty metonymical tricks” whereby isolated incidents 
involving individuals are taken as evidence of the behavior of entire groups 
or neighborhoods, which in turn rationalizes the racist structures that 
characterize much of Sweden today—discrimination, marginalization and 
exclusion. 
 
The death of Swedish social democracy 
International media surprise that revolts can emerge in Stockholm, the 
supposedly prosperous “capital of Scandinavia”, stems from near-total 
ignorance of what has happened here over the last 30 years. Behind the 
urban revolts that set Stockholm on fire lies another, less visible 
revolution: the slow, deliberate, devastating assault on the Swedish 
welfare state.  
 
The editors of the book Transformations of the Swedish Welfare State 
summarise Sweden's neoliberal shift as follows: 
 
• re-regulations to support the privatization and marketization of public 
sector 
• responsibilization – citizens are remade as customers and co-producers 
• new forms of disciplinary power (increased surveillance and new 
strategies for policing urban protests) 
• new forms of governance (public-private-partnerships) • a move from full 
employment to “standby-ability”. 
 
These have been implemented, above all, through the restructuring of 
urban spatial and social relations. 
 
Sweden may be liberalizing in a faster pace than any other country in the 
Western world right now. In March 2012 Svenska Dagbladet published an 
article titled, “The liberal revolution”. Based on an investigation by the 
Heritage Foundation (a right-wing American think tank) commissioned by 
the newspaper, the article boasts of Sweden's membership in the “world 
elite” of privatization and deregulation. It proudly recalls 16 January 2012 
when a “free school” license was advertised on the Swedish eBay, an event 
that has been celebrated as a liberal triumph. 
 
Liberal celebrations mask another reality. A recent OECD report shows that 
Sweden has the fastest growing income gap of all of the 34 countries 
surveyed. Social inequality is expressed most dramatically at the urban 
scale, sharply divided into wealthy, corporate, bureaucratic central city 



districts and impoverished outskirts. Swedish housing policies that once 
regulated the housing market have been dismantled since the 1990s. Non-
profit municipal housing companies, created for everyone but also issued 
with social responsibility via the provision of housing to low-income 
families, have been privatized, and those that remain are now profit 
driven (see Clark & Johnson 2009, Christophers 2013 for a more detailed 
analysis). A deregulated housing market combined with urban growth 
politics (with “growth first” on the agenda) inevitably creates major 
inequalities—political reforms become visible on the ground, vividly 
written into the starkly contrasting streets and buildings of the urban 
landscape. The full consequences of this are yet to be seen, but already 
Sweden's three largest cities have seen increased homelessness, 
overcrowded housing conditions and a serious housing shortage. The 
“million dwellings program”, initiated in the 1960s and 1970s to resolve 
the housing shortage at the time, has been subjected to systematic 
disinvestment, which has left many residences in need of extensive 
renovations. So far it is tenants who have to pay for these renovations, 
with over 50% rent increases. Many will never be able to pay, and tenants 
with low incomes currently face a future of being shuffled around in areas 
yet to be renovated. 
 
Gentrification and disinvestment are part of the same process, which 
causes one part of the city prosper and another to decay. In poor areas in 
Stockholm, according to the report Urban Development Areas, more that 
40% of young people aged between 20-25 neither study nor work, and more 
than 50% of children grow up in poverty. Crucially, urbanization in its 
current form is deeply racialised—Stockholm's city centre has become a 
thoroughly gentrified enclave for the white middle/upper-class, whilst its 
poorest suburbs are increasingly non-white. The stigma of place and 
othering overlap with profound effects on the lives of residents. To be 
sure, capital flows in and out of Stockholm, but it is rarely redistributed. 
There are no “trickle down effects”. Rather accumulation is made, in the 
words of David Harvey, by dispossession. This is the other side of 
prosperous Stockholm—beyond the seductive theatre of consumption that 
characterises the central city, people fight for a decent life, or just to get 
by, while common resources are continually being snatched away and 
privatized. 
 
Husby and the question of democracy 
Contrary to reports in the national and international media that the 
uprisings are a youth problem—of vandals and criminals according to the 
conservative and liberal press, or of employment according to the social 
democratic press—they are first and foremost a democratic problem, 
concerning Swedish society as a whole. It calls for a radical transformation 
of the current political condition of Sweden. Analysing the revolts in Paris 
2005, geographer Mustafa Dikec wrote that we need to understand them 
not as “mindless” looting and burning but as unarticulated justice 
movements. That point is valid in the Swedish context, but here we can 
also detect new urban social movements emerging, claiming both space 
and voice. And it is to those movements, unarticulated and articulated, 
that we need to turn to in order to understand in what manner Sweden can 
be democratized. In an open letter published in Aftonbladet, The Panther 
Movement based in Gothenburg writes to “A Nation on Fire”: 
 
“If you insist on reducing every single political question to a police 
matter, then maybe we just should start electing police instead of 
politicians. Yet another part of society died in that Husby apartment. 
That's why there are fires. But you already knew that.” 
 
In the darkest weeks of last December, an infected debate on racism, 



language and culture played out in Swedish media. Experiences of 
everyday racism, in the system, in the state, in culture, in the urban 
landscape, were trivialized. Racism was, once again, associated narrowly 
with the growing nationalist movements in Sweden, as if it had nothing to 
do with the white middle class, still a vast majority in media, politics and 
academia. Poet Johannes Anyuru wrote: 
 
“We who had parents from black Africa saw how smart, educated and 
ambitious people just got shitty jobs in Sweden, we saw people whose 
lives and dreams pissed away by something in the Swedish mentality that 
obviously cannot see the value in a black face. And the years went by. 
 
This blood has been poured into a bowl. Put yourself on a tram or subway 
car and travel to the high-rise suburbs and see with your own eyes where 
black bodies in general are situated in Sweden: in the periphery, far out 
on the line, in the silence, in poverty, deep in the fight.” (SVT Debatt, 10 
December 2012, my translation) 
 
Then, at the beginning of 2013, the REVA project was implemented. Part 
of an intensifying program to deport undocumented immigrants, REVA gave 
the police authority to perform internal border controls. Numerous 
witnesses have described being stopped in the streets and subways by the 
police on no other grounds than “looking foreign”. The spark that 
eventually set the suburbs of Stockholm alight was, as in so many other 
urban uprisings, a lethal police shooting. 
 
Days after the shooting the local social movement Megafonen, based in 
Husby, organized a manifestation and demanded an independent 
investigation of the shooting. The report from the police, that the man 
died in a hospital, was false. He died in his apartment and no ambulance 
was sent. This violation, a reminder of the violence that is performed in 
daily visitations and police controls with which young people in Husby are 
so familiar, was gasoline poured on embers that had been glowing for some 
time. 
 
The day after the first night of burning cars, Megafonen organised a press 
conference. They talked about police violence and racism. The words that 
they heard: “nigger”, “monkey fuckers”, “hobo”, words that are not 
isolated to Husby. Some years back, when Rosengård in Malmö was on fire, 
racist statements by the police were captured on film—“little fucking 
monkey bastard”. The investigation that followed was quickly dropped. 
 
When Prime Minister Fredrik Reinfeldt commented on the events in Husby 
he repeatedly called for respect for “Swedish law” and “Swedish police”, 
concluding that it is “up to the people in Husby” to solve this. The thinly-
veiled implication was that the residents of Husby are not Swedish and 
their problems are not Sweden’s. 
 
The people of Husby know all this. That is why they have organized for a 
long time. Their fight against the so-called Järva investment (Järva-lyftet) 
has been going on for years. It was announced as a large-scale investment 
in the area, based on citizen dialogue and the improvement of housing 
conditions. The inhabitants of Husby soon realized that "dialogue" was 
more form than content, and did not amount to real participation. It was a 
politics of the surface, not based on needs of the neighbourhood. 
Megafonen, a tenants’ movement, grew out of this, issuing basic demands 
for democratization and giving voice to the marginalised. For years it has 
fought for control over the neighbourhood and the plight of its people—
against cutbacks, against renovations with increasing rents, and for a more 
just city. In 2012 it squatted the community cultural facility when the city 



wanted to close it down. Its fight for the community has inspired people 
all over Sweden to mobilize against the privatization of housing, increasing 
rents and the replacement of welfare with surveillance. 
 
Recent events, however, have turned the public debate against 
Megafonen, with many blaming them for the burning cars. Their response 
was published in Aftonbladet: 
 
“Megafon does not start any fires. Why are journalists and politicians so 
interested in Megafon denouncing the rebellion? Young people are being 
demonised to prevent all of us from seeing the truth—because the truth 
will sting. The editorial pages and the police also demonise us in Megafon, 
saying that we are responsible for what is happening—because we didn’t 
keep silent. 
 
We understand that it is uncomfortable, even depressing, to have to 
reflect on what is happening in Sweden today. It is even more difficult for 
the government, the police force, and the large portion of the media that 
is a part of the reason all this is happening. 
 
From our side, we see a government whose answer to social problems is 
more police. We see police brutality and harassment in our 
neighborhoods. We see verbal racist abuse, fists smashing faces, 
aggravated assault with batons. We see the police aiming their service 
weapons at youths and shouting: 'I’ll shoot!' 
 
We see a school system being 'reformed' over and over again, where we, 
our friends, and our brothers and sisters struggle to cope in schools that 
lack resources. We see that they can send their children to other schools. 
We see housing policies that create housing shortages. The human right to 
a home tossed aside for luxury condominiums. We see our rent increase 
steeply on the pretext that our building is being renovated when only the 
façade has been repainted. 
 
Now everyone is on the side of the suburbs and competing to propose 
solutions. Where were you before everything set off? We were here and 
arranged homework help, lectures and concerts. We fought for our 
community centres and homes. Now we continue to stand up for our 
neighborhoods and our city”. 
 
New Urban Movements 
Contrary to popular belief, Swedish democracy was not built by politicians, 
but by social movements. Radical working class movements laid the 
foundations of the Swedish welfare state. A major rent strike in the 1930s 
was the starting point for a housing politics where “good housing for all” 
for a long time served as a central goal of political reform. But the 
Swedish welfare state mutated via a political culture of consensus that is 
most accurately interpreted as a technocratic decision-making practice, 
balancing demands from business and civil society. Today this mutation 
forms the basis for Sweden's post-political culture, and with it the steady 
erosion of social welfare. 
 
Hanne Kjöller, editorial writer for Dagens Nyheter, argues that Husby has 
become a Rorchach test—people read into the events whatever suits their 
political agenda. Being critical of Megafonen and what she calls “left-wing 
analysis”, Kjöller challenges the view that media and politicians have not 
neglected Husby, citing as evidence the number of media articles on Husby 
over the last two years. Whilst it is true that the movements in Husby have 
created a public debate on the failure of Järvalyftet, and that their 
continual fight for their area received attention in media, merely gaining 



media attention is not sufficient for them, even if it satisfies Kjöller. 
 
The real challenge is to make a difference on the ground and urban 
movements are emerging all over Sweden aiming to do just that. The 
tenants of Husby are not alone. In Alby, Stockholm, people fight the 
privatization of municipal housing stock under the banner “Alby is not for 
sale—we are not for sale”. In Gränby, Uppsala and Skarpan, Linköping, and 
Pennygången, Gothenburg, tenants resist “renoviction” plans. In 
Gothenburg, The Panther Movement in Biskopsgården fights discrimination, 
racism and segregation. These are just few of new urban movements 
emerging in Sweden, based on local struggles but with claims that point to 
a political agenda that goes far beyond them and unites their struggle into 
a collective call for a more radical transformation of Swedish democracy to 
include new voices and create common spaces for an alternative social and 
spatial order. 
 
The flames have hardly faded, and the future is now radically open. 
www.zcommunications.org 
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Brazil’s forests: Profits from destruction 

 
 

 
 

Ben Robinson, Socialist Party (CWI England and Wales) 30 May 2013 
 
The murder in 2011 of José Cláudio Ribeiro da Silva and Maria do Espírito 
Santo hit international headlines. Both were environmental activists in the 
northern Brazilian state of Pará. Their deaths drew comparisons with other 
prominent campaigners who were killed in the Amazon basin, including 
Dorothy Stagg in 2005 and Brazilian trade unionist and environmental 
campaigner Chico Mendes (Francisco Alves Mendes Filho) in 1988.  
 
Da Silva and Santo had been supporting three families occupying primary 
forest that had been bought by José Rodrigues Moreira with the intention 
of turning it into cattle pastures. The two hired killers recently received 
sentences of more than 40 years each. Moreira, standing trial for ordering 
the killings, was released.  
 
Da Silva had been cited by human rights groups as at risk of assassination 
since 2008, and predicted his death six months before the event. Despite 
repeated death threats made to da Silva, no police protection was 
granted.  
 
In 2011, 32 environmentalists were killed in Brazil, according to the 
Guardian. In Pará, predominantly comprised of Amazonian forest, 231 
were killed between 1996 and 2010, according to Brazilian NGO, the 
Pastoral Land Commission (CPT). “Violence is the instrument of local 
capitalism. They [landowners] are proud to kill and they’re seen by some 
as local heroes for defending their property with blood”, said Brazilian 
commentator Filipe Milanez.  
 
The Brazilian government has taken no real action to stop the ‘wild west’ 



agricultural capitalists in Pará. The Guardian reports that many of these, 
alongside speculators, are moving in to different states, such as Amazonas. 
According to the CPT, 918 environmentalists have been killed between 
1985 and April 2011, but trials were only held in 27 instances. Chico 
Mendes’s killer had sent him death threats, and another state had an 
arrest warrant out on him for murder. Mendes informed the police of this. 
They took no action.  
 
The Amazon ecological system, or biome, covers 6.7 million square 
kilometres, and plays an immensely important role. It makes up half the 
planet’s remaining rainforests, and 10% of the world’s known species, 
many of which are not found elsewhere. There is an estimated population 
of 2.7 million indigenous people, making up around 350 ethnic groups. The 
biome is spread over nine countries. However, 60% is in Brazil.  
 
The Amazon basin is a large part of the carbon cycle. From the 1980s to 
2004, it absorbed 1.5-2 billion tonnes of carbon dioxide (CO2 – a major 
greenhouse gas) a year, making it an important carbon sink. In contrast, 
roughly three quarters of Brazil’s greenhouse gas emissions come from 
deforestation through burning and rotting. The biome has a key effect on 
regional and global weather systems and is, in turn, impacted by changes 
elsewhere.  
 
According to Greenpeace, 15% of the Amazon biome has been destroyed 
through logging and the clearance of land for agricultural purposes. This 
has significantly reduced the Amazon’s ability to absorb CO2. In addition, 
two ‘once-in-a-century’ droughts have hit the region in the last decade 
alone. The 2005 drought led to the Amazon basin becoming a net emitter 
of CO2, releasing three billion tonnes through increases in rotting 
vegetation, according to a Leeds University study. The drought diminished 
the biome’s ability to absorb CO2 in subsequent years. Further damage to 
the Amazon biome could push the ecosystem over a tipping point, leading 
the region to become a permanent source of CO2.  
 
The rising concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere has been 
linked to an increase in global temperatures. In May this year, CO2 parts 
per million (ppm) in the atmosphere passed the 400 mark, a concentration 
not seen since before the evolution of humans.  
 
With the effects of broader environmental change on weather patterns, 
the El Niño current in the Pacific ocean could become a permanent 
feature, adding to the disappearance of the Amazon biome. The UN 
climate panel report in 2007 projected that, with temperature rises 
leading to climate change, the region could see a “gradual replacement of 
tropical forest by savannah”.  
 
The destruction of the Amazon biome for agricultural purposes is short 
sighted. A study published earlier this year in Environmental Research 
Letters estimated a 34% fall in pasture productivity and a 28% decline in 
soya bean yields by 2050. It warned: “The more agriculture expands in the 
Amazon, the less productive it will become”. Intensive short-term farming 
has led to previously fertile soil becoming unable to support crops, and 
carbon stored in the soil being released into the atmosphere.  
 
The Brazilian government reports that the rate of man-made deforestation 
has decreased significantly over the last few years, although vast areas are 
still being destroyed: 4,656 square kilometres in the year to July 2012. 
Last year, however, the government rewrote the forest conservation laws, 
reducing protection for hilltops and other non-agricultural land. It grants 
an amnesty, effectively, for illegal deforestation.  



 
The bill was introduced primarily because of pressure from big 
agribusiness, in the face of mass opposition. A poll found that 80% of 
Brazilians opposed the bill, and an international petition gained over two 
million signatories. Because of this pressure, the bill took over a year to 
become law, and was only signed off with some concessions by president 
Dilma Rouseff in summer 2012.  
 
Agribusiness plays an increasingly important role in the Brazilian economy. 
Brazil is vying with the US to become the world’s largest soya bean 
producer. Brazil’s major exports are to China, with primary products 
making up the vast majority of the $77.1 billion exports. Manufacturing 
output as a share of GDP has slumped to the level of the mid-1950s. This 
has given agribusiness a more powerful clout over politicians. These major 
landowners are especially influential in the regional states which contain 
the Amazon biome, where they provide much local business and 
employment.  
 
An illegal forester quoted in the Guardian attempted to justify his actions: 
“Our survival has to come from the forest. There is no other way. There 
are no universities here. There are no factories. If you don’t have a 
government job, you have to claw some kind of survival from the rivers 
and the forest”. This is rich coming from one of those profiteering most 
out of local economic conditions! But the underdeveloped nature of 
regional economies is a big factor, allowing agribusiness to gain some local 
social support.  
 
Deforestation is often driven by demand for the natural resources found in 
the Amazon basin. A rise in global commodity prices was a significant 
factor in an increase in deforestation of 470% in March/April, as revealed 
by satellite images. Further encroachment could pick up speed, depending 
on world economic conditions.  
 
Rouseff has implemented neo-liberal attacks on the economy, which has 
seen lower than expected growth in recent years. Brazil currently employs 
just 1,400 federal environmental police to cover the entire country. 
Deforestation is mainly monitored from space, a costly exercise which may 
come under threat. While enforcement can be stepped up in one state, 
illegal deforestation can increase in the next. There is also widespread 
corruption, with constant scandals, making it even easier for big business 
to avoid deforestation penalties.  
 
There is a real battle taking place for the future of the region, which has a 
global impact. While big business maintains its grip, the future of the 
Amazon is under threat. A programme of radical land redistribution could 
prevent desperate small-scale farmers resorting to deforestation, and 
break the power of agribusiness. Use of the land surrounding the biome 
can and should be developed, but without encroachment and in 
consultation with the population, including the indigenous communities. 
An urgent socialist plan is needed across Latin America and the globe, to 
ensure the maintenance of the Amazon rainforest, tackling deforestation 
on the continent and rising global temperatures. 
http://www.socialistworld.net/doc/6329 

 

Sri Lanka: Working class beginning to move forward 

 
 The one day protest general strike held on 21 May was a significant step 



 
 

forward for the working class in Sri Lanka. 
Srinath Perera, United Socialist Party (USP – CWI, Sri Lanka) 28 May 2013 
 
This extremely significant national strike - in Sri Lanka referred to as a 
"token strike" - was called by the Coordinating Committee of the Trade 
Union Alliance as a warning shot against the huge hike in electricity tariffs 
by President Mahinda Rajapaksa’s government.  
 
Although the strike was not a complete success, it nevertheless sent a 
powerful message to the autocratic regime in this country. In fact, the 21 
May action was the first national token strike since the defeat of the 
historic July 1980 general strike. In that respect it represents the 
beginning of a new era for the Sri Lankan working class.  
 
The strike was very successful in the so-called Free Trade Zone in 
Katunayake and in the industrial zone of Rathmlana, near Colombo, where 
the left trade unions have a strong base. The strike was also strong in some 
areas in the countryside and the tea estate areas in the central Hill 
Country.  
 
In Katunayake and Biyagama, large numbers of workers came out from 
their factories and joined the strike. However they were chased away by 
the police when they tried to demonstrate in front of their workplaces. 
Later on, the army was deployed to suppress those workers, who were 
herded into their factories.  
 
Also, in Rathmalana, a large number of workers struck and held a militant 
demonstration along the main highway. More than 500 people joined the 
demonstration for about three hours. A meeting held there afterwards was 
addressed by a representative of the USP along with leaders of the NSSP. 
Similar actions took place in many other areas. Protest picket lines in the 
lunch hour was the most common action taken in many workplaces.  
 
Many small shop owners in Colombo and beyond, closed their shops in 
support of the strike. In Anuradhapura, Watawala, Chilaw and Jaffna, 
traders’ associations came out in support of the strike and closed down 
their businesses for several hours. In Anuradhapura district more than 75% 
of teachers - a considerable number - did not report for work and school 
activities were much affected. The university teachers came out in support 
of the strike - a significant development. Employees in several tea 
plantation sector estates also went on strike.  
 
State sector  
The main weakness of the strike was the minimal participation of the state 
sector employees. Without their participation a general strike cannot be a 
total success. This is because public sector employees (numbering more 
than 1.2 million) administer almost all the functions that are important to 
the people’s daily lives.  
 
Although the trade union alliance tirelessly worked round the clock to 
make the strike a success, its inability to reach out to important layers of 
the working class, mainly in the public sector and also in some private 
sector establishments, was visible. The betrayals of the so-called radical, 
traditional trade union leaders of the LSSP and CP - who wavered initially 
and then tried to sabotage the strike - impacted on the majority of the 
working class who were bewildered by the government’s massive anti-
strike propaganda and frightened by various threats and intimidation from 
the bosses.  
 
The need to build a national convention of factory level workers’ 



committees is the most important lesson of this strike which was the result 
of many years of campaigning. The different trade union leaders, linked to 
different political parties, are now being pushed to come together and 
take joint decisions to win the demands of the working class. This unity 
must be consolidated by forming, at national level, a democratic workers’ 
convention to discuss future plans, the problems faced by the working 
class, and to take common decisions on future action.  

 

Tapping The Resistance In Greece 

 
 

 
 

Hilary Wainwright 22 May 2013 
 
Privatisation and the nature of the state is moving to the centre of the 
struggle against austerity in Greece. The troika of the three key lenders to 
Greece – the European Commission, IMF and European Central Bank – is 
trying to speed up the sell-off of the country’s public goods and resources 
by putting them in one holding company to be auctioned off in quick 
succession. The Hellenic Republic Asset Development Fund (TAIPED), as 
this company is pompously named, might as well be an auction house 
advertising an ‘everything must go’ clear out: ‘Greece for sale. Real estate 
bargains, profitable companies going cheap.’ 
 
Resistance to this handover to the corporate market faces a challenge. In 
2011 a reputable polling company found that 75 per cent of Greeks 
believed privatisation was necessary; in 2012 it was down to 62 per cent 
but still well over half the population – including more than 40 per cent of 
Syriza voters. These same polls, however, indicate a point of vulnerability 
for the troika: water, the one issue on which a majority opposes 
privatisation. And it is on this issue that resistance is beginning to gain 
momentum as TAIPED announces that bids for the two state-owned water 
companies will be invited before the summer for sale by October. 
 
Water privatisation has proved to be a source of fatal vulnerability for 
governments bent on privatisation. In Latin America victories for water as 
a human right, against governments assuming they could sell it on the 
global market, have contributed, for example, to the downfall of right-
wing governments in Uruguay, in the late 1990s, and Bolivia, with the 
Cochabamba ‘water wars’ of 2000. 
 
Already the strength of practical commitment to water as a common good 
is beginning to prove awkward for the EU members of the troika on their 
home ground. For example, French president François Hollande’s 
encouragement to French water companies to start bidding for Greek 
companies is hardly convincing when the municipality of his own capital 
city is reporting efficiency savings of £30 million in the first year through 
bringing water back into public hands, after managers discovered private 
water companies extracting extortionate profits. Paris’s 
‘remunicipalisation’ is part of a trend across Europe. In Berlin, too, private 
contractors have been dismissed. 
 
Germany is also the source of a direct intervention against the troika’s 
insistence on privatising water. At the end of February, the president of 
the association of public water managers in Germany wrote a strong letter 
on behalf of the country’s public water supply and sewage companies to 
the European Commission president insisting that, according to the EU’s 
own directive on water stipulating that water is ‘not an article of trade’, 
‘the supply of water, sewage water disposal and water management 



cannot be privatised’. 
 
First initiatives 
The first initiatives in Greece towards politically decisive resistance over 
water have come from the country’s second largest city, Thessaloniki. 
Here the preliminary steps towards privatisation in 2007 were slowed down 
in part through the resistance of the water workers’ union, which staged a 
four-day hunger strike during the city’s international trade fair. The first 
tenders were eventually announced in 2009 and again the union – which, 
unlike most unions in Greece, had determinedly maintained its autonomy 
from all political parties – responded with a 12-day occupation of the 
company’s main building. 
 
The reputation that the water workers’ union established with activists in 
Thessaloniki has proved to be a foundation on which today’s growing 
campaign has been able to build. Union president George Archontopoulos 
says that in 2009 he used to invite himself to neighbourhood groups to put 
the arguments against privatisation. Now, he says, ‘they are always asking 
us to come to them and there are many more of them.’ 
 
‘We spent more than six months trying to convince them that we act as 
citizens and not as workers who are afraid of losing our jobs,’ he 
continues. ‘The truth is that they were testing us and we didn’t know! As 
you know, there is a lot of mud, sometimes rightly, thrown at public 
servants and there can be a lot of corruption in trade unions.’ 
 
The union helped to overcome this generally negative attitude to public 
servants by taking a militant line not only against privatisation but also 
against corruption, price rises and the growing number of water cut offs. It 
was not surprising, then, that the new energies and convergences 
stimulated by the occupation of Thessaloniki’s White Tower square in 2011 
should lead to discussions between the indignados and the water workers. 
 
Initiative 136 
From this came ‘Initiative 136’. The idea is that if every water user bought 
a non-transferable share, ‘the public could own the water company 
through a system of neighbourhood co-operatives of water users coming 
together through a single overall co?operative’. €136 is the figure you get 
from dividing the €60 million for which the company is to be put on the 
stock market by the number of water meters in the city. 
 
‘It would, in effect, be a public-public answer to the troika’s public-
private partnership,’ explains Theodoros Karyotis, a founding member of 
Initiative 136 from Thessaloniki’s social movements, who has also been 
involved in supporting the workers of the city’s Vio.Me factory during their 
occupation and now their self-management of production. 
 
George Archontopoulos describes how ‘the idea first came out of a press 
conference during the earlier struggles. To reinforce the argument for 
keeping water public we divided up the stock exchange price by the 
number of water users to show how the public could buy shares and keep 
the company in public hands. With the indignados we turned this the idea 
into a practical campaign.’ 
 
In reality, the practical impact of Initiative 136 has been more in its 
propaganda power – illustrating vividly how water can be managed as a 
common resource ‘without relying on either private companies or the 
existing state,’ as Kostas Marioglou, another water workers’ leader put it. 
Although co-ops have been formed in eight of Thessaloniki’s 16 
neighbourhoods, and the city’s municipal council has given it a unanimous 



welcome, people simply cannot afford the one-off €136. And municipalities 
hardly have the money to keep going. 
 
‘We are under attack on every front,’ declares Theodoros Karyotis, having 
just returned from a 20,000-strong demonstration against the gold mining 
operations of Eldorado in the nearby Kavakos mountains and the vicious 
police repression of anyone, including school children, suspected of 
protesting. 
 
But the organisers of Initiative 136 are not giving up the practical project. 
They are discussing now with the influential European Public Water 
Network about finding the funds to turn the public-public solution into 
reality. ‘It’s no longer a Greek issue. It has become an emblematic issue 
for the European movement,’ explains Karyotis. ‘If the privatisation is not 
defeated, it will be a real setback for the return of water to the public, 
which is happening everywhere else.’ 
 
Wide coalition 
At the same time as pushing ahead with finding the funds and legal 
structures for the co-operative, all those in Initiative 136 spend time 
building a wide coalition against privatisation. ‘We are working on two 
legs. The broadest possible alliance against privatisation is the first leg and 
exploring a means of direct socialisation as the alternative,’ says 
Theodoros Karyotis. 
 
‘We must unite against privatisation,’ emphasises Kostas Marioglou, ‘and 
be able to debate the best way to manage water for the common good.’ 
For alongside the unity there is a heated debate on Initiative 136. ‘Why 
should we buy what we already own?’ argue many in Syriza. ‘The 
problem,’ says Karyotis, ‘is how do we stop privatisation? Lobbying, 
protesting on its own, does it get anywhere? Initiative 136 is in one sense 
fighting them on their own ground, exploiting a loophole, but this is 
making it difficult to stop us, if we have the funds and we have the 
popular support.’ 
 
‘The target is common,’ insists George Archontopoulos, who stood in the 
elections for Syriza, ‘even if we shoot from different directions. Let’s 
surround the target!’ 
 
Meanwhile, a water movement developing across Attica, the region of 
Athens, is converging on this same target, the imminent threat of 
privatisation. Like the water that it is defending, a flow of campaigns is 
gathering force across the municipalities of Attica and from the port of 
Piraeus to the largest working class residential suburbs of Athens. 
 
A determined driver behind this is an interesting and outward looking new 
grouping of water workers for the EYDAP public water company of Athens. 
It calls itself SEKE (‘participatory unity movement’). Vasilis Tsokalis, a 
founder member of SEKE., describes its origins during the elections for 
worker representatives on the EYDAP board. 
 
‘Suddenly last year this new organisation came together, from the left and 
centre left, independent of the two old parties. We wanted to get rid of 
the existing board members who’d been there for over ten years; one a 
member of PASOK and the other of New Democracy,’ he explains. ‘They 
had been catastrophic actually, working with management and the 
political parties, saying they were against privatisation but doing nothing.’ 
 
SEKE immediately won 17 per cent of the vote. ‘But we knew we could 
become stronger through taking action with others fighting privatisation 



and for a management of water in the common good,’ says Tsokalis. SEKE 
made contact with Save Greek Water, and together they set themselves 
the task of convincing all 45 municipalities to support a commitment to 
public water. 
 
Citizens’ movement 
Vasilis Tsokalis says emphatically: ‘This is a citizens movement.’ Theodoros 
Karyotis stresses the importance of the ‘autonomy of our movement from 
all political parties’. Their insistence comes from a history in which 
independent civil society has been suffocated by the two main political 
parties. But it also comes from a positive sense of emancipation from the 
hierarchies, dependencies and pervasive forms of domination associated 
with a state operating through clientelism. 
 
In the past, many public servants privately tried to work outside this 
culture but now this individual refusal is turning into a collective creation 
of an alternative way of engaging with politics. In the powerful wake of 
the protest movement of the past two years, the flourishing of self-
organised collaborations such as Initiative 136, SEKE, the factory 
occupation at Vio.Me and more are all evidence of this. 
 
Nadia Valvani, Syriza MP and member of its economic committee 
responsible for privatisation policy, sensed this in the rise of Syriza during 
the first elections of 2012, when the coalition’s vote rose from the 4 per 
cent it obtained in 2009 to 27 per cent. 
 
‘There was something deeper than political sympathy,’ she remembers. 
‘At gatherings in people’s houses I sensed a kind of emancipation process. 
There were people there who were not especially left who wanted to 
change their whole way of life and see an end to the clientelist relation to 
politics. They came to us for a way out. They want to participate, not just 
to vote. If I hadn’t lived through this, I wouldn’t have been convinced.’ 
 
This emancipation also releases productive capacities. An engineer in a 
responsible position with EYDAP, Antigoni Synodinou, observes the ‘huge 
amount of wasted talent’ under clientelism; as a trade union leader, 
George Archontopoulos describes how ‘workers opinions and information 
are ignored’. 
 
In other words, people are describing an economic force: social creativity, 
stimulated and nourished through co-operation and mutuality. 
Conventionally it is termed ‘social capital’ and tends to be used to 
encourage networks of social cohesion to cope with economic hardships, 
without challenging structural inequalities. More radically, with 
transformation in mind, this same social capacity can be understood as the 
productive potential of democratic, participatory economics, including in 
the organisation of the public sector. 
 
Changing opinion 
The polls on privatisation imply that such alternatives are essential to 
changing public opinion, for the same people who view privatisation as a 
necessity also believe that it benefits foreign multinationals and does not 
benefit consumers. This indicates that their view is more to do with 
hostility to the existing state, a state already bent towards meeting 
primarily private interests. The problem is the absence of any awareness 
of alternative management of public services and common goods. 
 
Members of Syriza’s economics committee are attentive to the importance 
of the initiatives autonomous of the coalition – from citizens and workers 
as citizens – for developing convincing and practical alternatives. In a 



forthcoming book, Crucible of Resistance, one of Syriza’s economic 
spokespeople, Euclid Tsakalotos, points to the formative importance of 
debate in the early years of Syriza on ‘governmentalism’. The conclusion 
meant Syriza not only supported social movements but also ‘learnt from 
these movements about the nature of the alternative’. 
 
Syriza’s leadership see this ideal of supporting and learning from 
autonomous movements at the same time as aiming for government as a 
central challenge as it prepares to turn from a coalition to a party. 
Andreas Karitzis explains: ‘Syriza is dangerous because it combines those 
two elements, governability and the strong connection with the social 
movements fighting the government. The strategy of the government is to 
force us to decide. I am hopeful because Syriza members, whether more 
revolutionary or more reformist, recognise that there is no solution if we 
lose one of these elements.’ 
 
If the coalition against water privatisation in Greece, simultaneously 
resisting and experimenting with alternatives, develops its momentum, it 
could mean that the troika’s attempt to sell off water will again prove to 
be a fatal move by the political class. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Athens will be hosting the Alter Summit on June 7-8. www.altersummit.eu 
 
Hilary Wainwright is a founding editor of Red Pepper and a fellow of the 
Transnational Institute. 

 

The Globalization of Hypocrisy 

 
 

 
 

Paul Buchheit 21 May 2013 
 
The damage caused by the relentless corporate drive for profits has 
become more clear in recent years. In the most important areas of 
American life, devastating changes have occurred: 
 
Health Care: Almost half of the working-age adults in America passed up 
doctor visits or other medical services because they couldn't afford to pay. 
The system hasn't supported kids, either. A UNICEF study places the U.S. 
26th out of 29 OECD countries in the overall well-being of its children. 
 
Education: Student loan balances increased by 75% between 2007 and 
2012. 
 
Household Wealth: Median wealth fell by 66% among Hispanic households 
and 53% among black households between 2005 and 2009, mainly because 
of the mortgage banking collapse. Almost half of Americans have ZERO 
wealth, with their assets surpassed by debt. 
 
Water and Food: Life-giving seeds and drinking water have been 
increasingly treated as products to be bought and sold. 
 
All these areas of life have been degraded by a free-market system that 
has thrived on publicly-funded research, infrastructure, and defense. Yet 
in a brazen show of hypocrisy, major corporations have ignored all the 
problems they've caused, choosing instead to cut their taxes in half despite 
doubling their profits, to hold 60% of its cash offshore, to eliminate 
workers rather than create jobs, and to reduce the pay of their remaining 



employees. 
 
An Apple executive explained: "We don't have an obligation to solve 
America's problems." 
 
Calling Themselves 'Multinationals': No Allegiance to Anyone 
 
Big business has found its Utopia, a world in which millions of people are 
willing to work for a fraction of U.S. salaries. 
 
In this dream world of global capitalism, young people are going from zero 
income on the farm to a few dollars a day on a 12-hour factory shift, and 
as a result, based on the World Bank's poverty threshold of $1.25 per day, 
they're no longer "in poverty." So the media piles on praise for free 
markets. The Economist proclaimed that "poverty is declining everywhere." 
The Washington Post gushed that "a billion people have been lifted from 
poverty through free-market competition." 
 
But the reality is very different. Inequality continues to grow, both 
between and within countries. Poverty levels haven't changed much in 30 
years, with almost half of humanity, up to three billion people, living on 
less than $2.50 a day. A quarter of the world's children - over 170 million 
kids under age five - are growing up stunted because of malnutrition. 
 
The World Bank estimates the total cost for a successful attack on 
malnutrition would be approximately $10.3 to $11.8 billion annually. Apple 
alone underpaid its 2012 taxes by $11 billion, based on a 35% rate. 
 
It may be time to update the company's quote: "We don't have an 
obligation to solve the world's problems." 
 
Even if there were no obligation to help solve the world's problems, there 
IS an obligation to pay for global energy consumption and infrastructure 
usage and industrial pollution. Yet a review of 25 multinational companies 
shows clear negligence in meeting that responsibility. The 25 companies, 
with almost a half-trillion dollars in 2011-12 income, paid just 8% in taxes 
to the U.S. and 9% to foreign countries. A 35% tax -- paid to ANY country or 
countries -- would have generated another $90 billion over two years, four 
times the amount needed to battle malnutrition. 
 
Even Worse Than Not Paying: Making the World Pay for Them 
 
A recent study estimated that toxic pollution affects the health of more 
than 100 million people, shortening their productive life spans by 12.7 
years on average. A related study concluded that in 2010 over 8 million 
individuals were at risk of exposure to industrial pollutants at 373 toxic 
waste sites in three low-income countries (India, Indonesia, and the 
Philippines). 
 
Some of our largest multinational companies hold top positions on the 
federal contractor misconduct list, which recognizes corporate 
environmental, ethics, and labor violations. Oil spills are common. 
Underdeveloped countries like Nigeria have been ravaged by oil 
production. Big firms are buying up farmland in more than 60 developing 
countries. Most perversely, multinationals are working hard to pass trade 
agreements, such as the Trans-Pacific Partnership, which would actually 
dismantle environmental protections. 
 
Absurd as it once seemed, a 1991 quote from the World Bank's Larry 
Summers now comes back to haunt us: "Just between you and me, 



shouldn't the World Bank be encouraging more migration of the dirty 
industries to the LDCs (lesser developed countries)?...I've always thought 
that underpopulated countries in Africa are vastly under polluted." 
 
And as big business makes its way around the world like a modern-day 
Attila the Hun, pillaging and despoiling, it has the U.S. military covering its 
back with 900 overseas bases in 130 nations. If one of the countries kicks 
up a fuss, the corporations can just move on to the next one. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Paul Buchheit is a college teacher, an active member of US Uncut Chicago, 
founder and developer of social justice and educational websites 
(UsAgainstGreed.org, PayUpNow.org, RappingHistory.org), and the editor 
and main author of "American Wars: Illusions and Realities" (Clarity Press). 
He can be reached at paul@UsAgainstGreed.org. 
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Capital's insatiable drive for profits at the heart of South Africa's wage 
and employment crisis 
Dale T. McKinley 21 May 2013 
 
If capital is to be believed, it is the worker who is the main source of South 
Africa’s contemporary social and economic problems. 
 
Every time the annual season of wage negotiations is about to begin, as it 
is now, representatives of capital unleash a tsunami of propaganda about 
workers’ ‘high and unaffordable’ wage demands. Dire warnings of 
destructive social unrest/conflict, high inflation rates, poor 
competitiveness and generalised economic devastation roll off their silver-
lined tongues. The underlying message is neither subtle nor sanguine; the 
wage demands of workers are to blame for just about everything bad that 
is happening in our society. 
 
Of course, propaganda is one thing, reality another; something even the 
most serious disciples of capitalism have always understood. Adam Smith, 
the author of what many consider to be the ‘Bible’ of free-market 
capitalism (‘The Wealth of Nations’ published in 1776) noted that while 
“English businessmen frequently complain about the high level of wages” 
and argue that “this is the reason why they cannot sell their goods at 
prices that are as competitive as in other countries … they remain quite 
silent about their high profits.” 
 
Such silence, Smith noted, was a conscious way of obscuring the fact that 
“in many cases, the high profits made by capital are much more to blame 
for price rises than are exorbitant wages.” On this front, little has changed 
in the last 237 years. Indeed, if there is one essential constant in the 
capitalist production process it is, as Smith himself confirmed, that 
“labour is the true measure of value”. 
 
In the words of Belgian political scientist and historian Eric Toussaint, 
capitalists “have also forgotten (or never even bothered to understand) 
that workers are not free not to sell their labour power.” After all, the 
labour power of workers is the only thing they have to sell in a capitalist 
economy in order to make a living. Workers have no other means of access 
to the means of production, the very thing that defines class position and 
privilege under capitalism. 



 
Today’s capitalists and no more so than in South Africa, are trying to 
airbrush their own capitalist history. They want us to naively believe that 
society can only progress by affirming their ‘freedom’ to intensify and 
expand the exploitation of workers’ labour power; that their endless, ‘by 
whatever means necessary’ pursuit of profits is an enabler as opposed to a 
destroyer of socially and economically productive labour. This is one of the 
key reasons why Karl Marx’s study of capitalism remains absolutely 
relevant today. As Toussaint points out, this is the case precisely because 
the contemporary reality of the capitalist system “remains one of a 
struggle over attempts by capital to increase, and attempts by the working 
class to resist increases in, the rate of profit.” 
 
When applied to South Africa’s post-1994 developmental trajectory it 
should come as no surprise then that there is an inverse relationship 
between capitalist profits and workers’ wages. According to economist 
Asghar Adelzadeh, the rate of profit in the economy from 1994-2012 has 
increased by almost 250%, while our own official Stats SA agency shows 
that from 1994-2010 the real wage share of South Africa’s Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) has decreased by around 7%. 
 
Such a huge gap, which symbolises nothing less than a massive transfer of 
wealth from the already poor majority to an ever increasing uber-rich 
minority, has been made possible because of a consistently pro-capitalist, 
anti-worker macro-economic policy. The policy framework, which includes 
the current National Development Plan, and which capital has always 
selectively embraced, has catalysed reductions in real wages by prioritising 
an export-led growth centrally based on wage suppression for workers. In 
turn, this has facilitated the consistent moves by capitalist employers to 
largely remove meaningful cost-of-living adjustment clauses in labour 
agreements and casualise labour such that the historic ‘social wage’ 
accompanying permanent employment/ job security has been thrown in 
the developmental rubbish bin. 
 
This reality is made all the more tangible for that majority when the 
relevant rate of increase in prices (inflation) is factored into the equation, 
remembering that the generalised rate of inflation is an average (the 
latest average being 5.4%) and that our own Stats SA calculates inflation 
for five different expenditure groups. In this respect, as the Labour 
Research Service (LRS) shows, since mid-2012 the inflation rates for the 
‘very low’ and ‘low’ expenditure groups (i.e. the unemployed and workers) 
have been almost 2% higher than those for the ’very high’ group (i.e. the 
capitalists). When applied to specific items in the expenditure basket 
which the poor and workers spend a greater portion of their income on, 
the average price increase for public transportation comes in at 16.1%, 
while food, housing and water/electricity prices are all far above the 
generalised inflation rate. 
 
Specific wage data (for 2012) compiled by LRS only serves to further 
confirm the overall picture of Dickensian wage inequality. While the 
median minimum wage for workers was R2 300 per month across nine 
sectoral determinations and R3000 per month across all bargaining 
councils, the median wage for executives at 80 JSE-listed corporates was 
R483 000 per month and for CEOs, R758 000 per month (these exclude 
bonuses and Long-Term Incentives – LTIs - such as share equity schemes). 
Over the last two years, the average wage of workers stands at R114 per 
day while the average wage package (inclusive of bonuses/LTIs added) of 
corporate CEO’s comes in at R32 204 per day. 
 
Taking a closer look at the recent wage-profit nexus of one particular 



corporate – Anglo American Platinum (Amplats) – reveals a consistent 
pattern of manipulation that proves the general ‘rule’. Research by 
political economist Dick Forslund shows that at the end of 2009, Amplats 
laid off 12 000 workers and announced an expected 99% decline in headline 
earnings per share (the general marker of corporate profitability). Yet, six 
months later a 532% rise in headline earnings was being proudly 
proclaimed. 
 
The following year (2011), profits of R1.3 billion were reported but then 
after a ‘tough’ 2012, Amplats announced that they had taken a 562 cents 
per share loss from the 1365 cents profit per share in 2010/2011. And then 
just last week, they revealed plans to cut another 6000 jobs in order to 
“restore profits”, a move which one Goldman Sachs analyst claimed did 
not go far enough to “implement the corrective measures for the benefit 
of the shareholders”. 
 
If there is any remaining sympathy for ‘poor’, struggling capital, it must 
surely be blown away by the fact that the overall share of revenue 
accruing to workers in the platinum industry declined from 60% in 1998 to 
just 27% by 2010, a time period during which record profits for 
shareholders were being made and bonuses/LTIs for executives handed 
out.  
 
It’s not hard to figure out that what is really at stake for Amplats (and for 
all other corporate capitalists) is ‘restoring’ and when possible, surpassing 
previous levels of profits as opposed to just making a profit. Massive lay-
offs of workers boost prices by (temporarily) cutting production which, in 
turn, ensures higher profits for shareholders. The wages and indeed lives 
of workers are peripheral; intensified exploitation of their labour, 
essential. 
 
Workers are not the perpetrators of South Africa’s wage and employment 
crisis, they are its fodder. All the while, it is capital that is feeding at the 
trough. 
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Hospitals Should be Care Providers Not Loan Sharks 

 
 

 
 

Deborah Burger 19 May 2013 
 
If there is one problem that symbolizes the ongoing national healthcare 
emergency, it is the rampant price gouging in the healthcare industry that 
continues to price too many Americans out of access to care and into 
financial ruin. Not only is the problem not solved by the Affordable Care 



Act, but it is a likely reason many will continue to demand more effective 
reform, as in expanding and extending Medicare to cover everyone. 
 
U.S. hospitals are among the biggest abusers, as illuminated in recent data 
released by Medicare on hospital charges for a variety of common 
procedures as well as brand new findings by the Institute for Health and 
Socio-Economic Policy, the research arm of the National Nurses United, 
based on Medicare cost reports. 
 
The nurses’ data augments the Medicare findings, and goes the next step, 
illustrating a trend of rising high hospital charges while providing context 
to a very ugly picture and the deplorable impact on anyone who needs 
healthcare. 
 
Here’s the sobering numbers: 
 
· U.S. hospitals charge on average $331 dollars for every $100 of their total 
costs, in statistical terms a 331 percent charge to cost ratio. 
 
· While hospital charges over costs have been climbing steadily over the 
past 15 years – the charges took their biggest leap ever in 2011– a 22 point 
vault. 
 
· From 2009 to 2011 (the most recent year for which the data is available), 
hospital charges lunged upward by 16 percent, while hospital costs only 
increased by 2 percent. 
 
· U.S. hospital profits, pushed upward by the high charges, hit a record 
$53.2 billion, while nurses see more and more hospitals cutting patient 
services and limiting access to care. 
 
· One case study is California where hospitals soared past the national 
average with a charge to cost ratio of 451 percent, or $451 for every $100 
of costs. 
 
That similar pricing practices occur elsewhere in the healthcare industry is 
hardly an excuse for the private hospitals to act more like Wall Street 
corporations than responsible, community based institutions. It should be 
no shock that the lowest charges are by government-run hospitals that 
operate in public, not in secret, and have far more accountability and 
transparency. 
 
Hospitals ought to act as responsible providers of needed medical care, not 
loan sharks. Piling up profits in large part by jacking up prices is at sharp 
odds with the glossy feel good ads from hospitals we see so often on our TV 
screens, newspaper pullouts, sponsorship of sports teams, and on mass 
transit placards. 
 
Hospital lobbyists have tried for years to convince us all that predatory 
pricing policies don’t matter. These are just “list” prices that few people 
actually pay, they claim, and it is a random phenomenon that two 
hospitals in the same city, or even on the same block, might have widely 
varying prices for similar patient services. 
 
But the grotesque reality tells a different story. 
 
We’re not the only ones who think so. As Glenn Melnick, a USC health 
economist, told a reporter, "If (hospital prices are) meaningless how come 
hospitals spend all this money on consultants to raise them? Why haven't 
they stayed flat for the past 15 years? Why do hospitals keep raising them 



if they have no impact?" 
 
While it is true that major payers seldom pay the list price, hospitals 
typically bargain with insurance companies over reimbursements. Anyone 
who has ever bought a car knows that the higher the list price, the more 
you end up paying. That’s true with hospital charges as well. 
 
The inevitable result is insurance companies respond by ratcheting up their 
charges to employers and individuals. In California, for example, since 
2002, premiums have risen 170% -- more than five times the inflation rate, 
as noted in a California Healthcare Foundation survey last month. 
 
An alarming, if predictable ripple effect follows. As the CHF survey noted, 
in the past decade, the percentage of California employers providing 
health coverage dropped from 71 to 60 percent; 21 percent said they’d 
increased workers’ co-insurance premiums while 17 percent said they had 
reduced benefits or increased other out of pocket costs. More than one-
fourth of workers in small firms have deductibles of $1,000 or more on 
their health plan. 
 
Then there’s the uninsured who do not have the collective clout to bargain 
down the list price. Hospitals say they write off a lot of those bills, but 
clearly not all of them. How many distressing stories have we all heard 
about patients staggered by $50,000 or $100,000 un-payable medical bills 
while being hounded by the hospitals or bill collection agencies to pay up? 
 
Patients and families, even those paying for insurance, have a stark 
choice. Use your health coverage and get socked with huge out of pocket 
costs that may mean choosing between medical bills, housing costs, food, 
or other necessities, or facing financial calamity, or forgo needed care. 
 
As the Washington Post recently noted, the Affordable Care Act has not 
ended the deplorable story of medical bills accounting for more than half 
of all personal bankruptcies in the U.S. 
 
Even many of those now paying for health insurance either through their 
employer or as individuals, or who will be required to buy insurance under 
the ACA, choose not to use it because of the high co-insurance, 
deductibles, co-pays, and all the add ins that get thrown in by the 
hospitals, such as professional fees, facility fees, pathology fees, 
anesthesia fees, and so on. 
 
A 2011 Commonwealth Fund study found that the U.S. stands out among 
high income countries with as many 42 percent of Americans skipping 
doctors’ visits, recommended care, or not filling prescriptions due to cost. 
 
Consequently, people end up in emergency rooms for medical problems 
that should have been resolved earlier at far less cost and pain. It is also 
why two recent reports disclosed that the U.S. has the lowest life 
expectancies and the highest first day infant death rate among major 
industrial countries. 
 
It’s long past time to fix this nightmare, and sadly the ACA won’t meet 
that test. At a minimum we need to crack down on price gouging by all the 
corporations that control our health, with real penalties for lack of 
compliance. 
 
But a longer vision is needed. Replace our profit focused health care 
system with one based on patient need and quality care as all those other 
countries with national or single payer systems that surpass us in access, 



quality, and cost, have long figured out 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Deborah Burger is a registered nurse and a co-president of National Nurses 
United  

 

Brazil, The Biggest Extractivist In South America 

 
 

 
 

Eduardo Gudynas 18 May 2013 
 
Extractivism is the appropriation of huge volumes of natural resources or 
their intensive exploitation, most of them exported as raw materials to 
global markets. It seems to have gone unnoticed that by this definition the 
major extractivist in South America is Brazil. 
 
This is not always recognized. When we talk of extractivism, we think 
firstly of mining and then it will be said that the outstanding examples are 
countries like Chile, Peru or Bolivia. In the popular imagery, these Andean 
nations are thought of as the leading miners on the continent, if not the 
world. 
 
The reality in recent years is otherwise. Brazil has become the biggest 
mining producer and exporter on the continent. In 2011 it extracted more 
than 410 million tons of its major minerals, while all of the other South 
American nations, combined, mined a little less than 147 million tons. 
These statistics apply to the extraction in South America of copper, zinc, 
lead, tin, bauxite, coal and iron — the major minerals by volume of 
extraction and export. It is striking to note that Brazil extracts almost 
three times the total of all the other South American countries that have 
significant mining activity: Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia, Chile, Ecuador, 
Guyana, Peru, Surinam and Venezuela. 
 
These enormous volumes in Brazil are derived especially from iron and 
bauxite mining. But Brazil is also the country with one of the most 
diversified baskets of mining production; it is also a major producer of 
coal, lead, some “rare earths,” etc. Nor is it only recently that Brazil has 
become the largest mining country in the continent; by 2000 it was already 
extracting double the volume of all the other South American countries. 
 
As we know, for each ton of ore extracted there are distinct proportions of 
an “ecological pannier,” which represents all the materials that are 
disposed of during processing. The total of these appropriated natural 
resources is statistically increasing even more. This is an important 
indicator in the case of gold, since its final volume is small compared to its 
upstream indicators, but it has a very high ecological pannier (one kg of 
gold requires the removal of 540 tons of material, according to the global 
average) and in many cases it is obtained through highly polluting and 
destructive procedures (such as the associated deforestation and the use 
of mercury). In this regard Peru (188 tons) was the primary South American 
producer in 2011, but Brazil was second with 67 tons, trailed by Argentina 
and Chile. 
 
Strictly speaking, extractivism is much more than mining. The 
appropriation of large volumes of natural resources, or using intensive 
processing, in order to boost exports, is recurring in other sectors, 
particularly hydrocarbons and agriculture. Here, too, Brazil is a 
“champion.” 



 
While Brazil is currently a middle-level petroleum producer (holding third 
place in Latin America), and concentrates on consumption for the domestic 
market, it is also clear that it is preparing to exploit its marine deposits. 
Its government hopes to make the country one of the major world oil 
powers. 
 
The new deposits are located in the coastal shelf, at great depth, imposing 
difficult conditions for drilling, and high temperatures. This extraction 
poses enormous environmental risk, as was clear in the accident involving 
the BP platform in the Gulf of Mexico in 2010. Despite that catastrophe 
and the evidence concerning those risks, the debate in Brazil has been 
much more focused on the levels of royalties or their distribution than in 
weighing whether it would be more sensible to declare a moratorium on 
this type of extractivism. 
 
This is quite different from what is happening, for example, in various 
Amazon communities, where the experience of citizens facing clear social 
and environmental impacts has made them unwilling to accept greater 
economic compensation, and some even demand a moratorium. 
 
Finally, Brazil is also the leader in agricultural extractivism. It is now the 
primary world producer of soy; its 2011-12 harvest exceeded 66 million 
metric tons (continentally, it was followed by Argentina with 40 million 
metric tons). And it is also the primary world exporter, a major part of 
which is marketed without processing. This goes hand in hand with a vast 
increase in the area under cultivation, which now exceeds 24 million 
hectares. 
 
So extractivism is advancing in Brazil on various fronts. If we combine the 
extraction of natural resources, minerals, hydrocarbons and agricultural 
fuels, the level of appropriation of natural resources in Brazil is hair-
raising, and it leaves any other South American country far behind. This 
style of development generates very strong environmental and social 
pressures, from the conflicts in rural settings to the ecological drama we 
see in the Cerrado(1) or the Caatinga,(2) ecoregions that could disappear 
through their conversion to farming and cattle-raising activities. 
 
Exaggerated extractivism means that the Brazilian economy is highly 
dependent on such exports as iron or soy in order to grow. The proportion 
of primary production in foreign trade is increasing, while that of 
manufactured goods is falling. The country is becoming highly dependent 
on global conditions such as the international prices of raw materials or 
the availability of foreign investment. 
 
That is why a close examination shows that the Brazilian economy appears 
to be more like that of the Andean countries than what is usually assumed 
by conventional analysts, who on occasion say that Brazil’s development is 
an example of industrialization. Moreover, during the two terms of Lula’s 
government the relative weight in the economy of raw resource extraction 
increased, at the expense of industrialization. 
 
In contrast to what is happening in other South American countries, this 
expansion of extractivism is attributable not only to injections of 
international capital, but also to state funding. The Brazilian government 
deliberately promotes this extractivism by direct or financial means (and 
especially through its development bank, the BNDES). 
 
There are various examples. Petrobrás is a mixed [public-private] 
petroleum corporation. Vale, the second largest mining company in the 



world, is formally privately owned, but about one half of its shares are 
held by the pension funds of the employees of the Bank of Brazil, and its 
principal funding source is the BNDES. Through these and other channels, 
the government has full control over that company. 
 
Meanwhile, agricultural extractivism is also supported directly by the 
government. It is the recipient of the largest package of state financial 
assistance on the continent (the so-called Farming and Livestock Plan), 
which in the 2012-13 budget provided a total of 115.2 billion reals [$57 
billion US] in credit to the expansion of export agroindustry in place of 
small farming operators. 
 
This is a situation of enormous paradox: a by-no-means negligible share of 
the money collected by the state is used to promote, support and even 
subsidize extractivism, thus fueling globalization over and above the 
domestic necessities of Brazil itself — and leaving the country to shoulder 
the ecological and environmental impacts and a whole range of social, 
political and economic effects. 
 
It is this support for extractivism, the persistence in pursuing international 
insertion in the institutions of globalization, and the containment of social 
protest that explain why the Brazilian government is time and time again 
presented as an example to follow for conventional economies. Hence the 
congratulatory messages to be found in the pages of The Economist or in 
the Davos forum. But if viewed in light of what it means for the civil 
society or for Nature, it is clear that Brazil should instead be considered 
the champion of extractivism, and it should begin to discuss a post-
extractivist strategy as soon as possible. 
(Translated by Richard Fidler) 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
From “El extractivista más grande del continente: Brasil,” by Eduardo 
Gudynas 
 
(1)The Cerrado is “a vast tropical savanna ecoregion of Brazil, particularly 
in the states of Goiás and Minas Gerais. The cerrado biome core areas are 
the plateaus in the center of Brazil. The main habitat types of the Cerrado 
include: forest savanna, wooded savanna, park savanna and gramineous-
woody savanna. Savanna wetlands and gallery forests are also included. 
The second largest of Brazil's major habitat types, after the Amazonia, the 
Cerrado accounts for a full 21 percent of the country's land area 
(extending marginally into Paraguay and Bolivia).” 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cerrado) 
 
(2) The Caatinga “is a type of vegetation, and an ecoregion characterized 
by this vegetation in the northeastern part of Brazil. The name ‘Caatinga’ 
is a Tupi word meaning ‘white forest’ or ‘white vegetation’ (caa = forest, 
vegetation, tinga = white). It covers between 700,000 km² and 1,000,000 
km² (depending on the source), over 10% of the Brazil's territory.” 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Caatinga) 

 

Syrian masses pay the price for imperialist meddling and sectarian deadlock

 
 

 
 

Reza Mohammadi 16 May 2013  
 
As the Syrian revolution remains locked in civil war for a third year, 
regional powers have begun to use the conflict as an opportunity to 



advance their own imperialist agendas. Syria has become a battleground 
for a proxy war between Iran, Israel, and the Arab states of the Gulf, 
especially Saudi Arabia and Qatar. 
 
Last week saw the renewed bombing of Syria by Israel, and on a scale not 
witnessed since the Yom Kippur War of 1973. Unofficial Israeli sources 
claimed that the strikes on Damascus targeted Fateh-110 missiles sent by 
Iran en route to the Lebanese Shi’ite organisation, Hezbollah. 
 
But this is merely the surfacing of a long-term trend as Iran and Israel have 
vied for geopolitical supremacy in the region. The Iranian government has 
for some time sought to build up Hezbollah – for its proximity to Israel – as 
a deterrent to any Israeli airstrikes on Iranian soil. The Assad regime has 
played a critical role in this process by housing Iranian resources and 
weaponry ready to be sent to Lebanon. Israel, of course, has long sought to 
extend its borders, notably in its conflicts with Syria over the Golan 
Heights. But as with any proxy war, this can only mean the suffering of the 
people living in the battle zone, namely the Syrian people. 
 
Added to this toxic cocktail is the ascendancy of Islamic extremism, 
supported and funded by Saudi and Qatari authorities. Many jihadist 
organisations have gone into Syria and have made no attempt to hide their 
agenda of trying to divert the revolution to an Islamist cause. The most 
prominent of these groups is the Jabhat al-Nusra, who have links to al-
Qaeda and have become entrenched within the rebel Free Syrian Army. 
Indeed, al-Nusra have become the leading tendency amongst the rank-and-
file of the resistance movement, and one that the liberal, bourgeois 
leaders of the Syrian National Coalition – the supposed mandated 
representative body of the revolution – have tried to quash. 
 
This Islamist element has attempted to fuel the sectarian edge of the 
conflict in order to replace the main aim of the revolution from one of 
political freedom to one of Sunni ascendancy over Shi’ites. Because the 
Assad family are Alawite, a sect of Shi’a Islam, and have traditionally 
protected and favoured Syrian Alawites in a majority Sunni country, the 
pro-Assad and anti-Assad forces of the war have increasingly tended to 
align approximately with the Shi’a and Sunni sections of the population, 
respectively. However, these sectarian lines have been made bolder by al-
Nusra’s insistence that this is a religious war against an ‘untrue’ version of 
Islam, which, in turn, has rallied more Shi’ites to the cause of Assad to 
seek protection. 
 
This sectarian divide also suits the purposes of other regional powers, 
especially Shi’ite Iran and Sunni Saudi Arabia and Qatar. Iran can use the 
conflict to mobilise Shi’ites across the Middle East, especially in Iraq and 
Lebanon, and present itself as the protector of Shi’ism in an attempt to 
secure geopolitical supremacy. Already we have recently seen the Shi’ite 
government of Iraq banning 10 news channels from the country, including 
Al Jazeera, for ‘sectarian bias’. Hezbollah leader Hassan Nasrallah’s recent 
announcement that his organisation was now actively involving itself in 
Syria in order to protect Syrian Shi’ites is an extension of this phenomenon 
and one that reveals the extent of Iranian interference in the Syrian 
conflict. In response Saudi Arabia and Qatar have continued to fund 
militant Sunni organisations like al-Nusra. Therefore, what all these 
foreign influences have in common is that their aims are hostile to those of 
the Syrian revolutionaries. 
 
But even if such groups are gaining ascendancy in Syria, it is through 
pragmatism rather than ideology. Of course, many Syrians are very devout 
and it would be foolish to deny the importance of religion in their lives. 



However, many Syrian rebels within the Free Syrian Army (FSA) have 
become aligned with al-Nusra not out of religious inclination but because 
the Islamist organisation – thanks to the logistic and military support of 
their patrons – is much better organised and possesses a greater wealth of 
resources with which to tackle the pro-Assad forces. The commander of a 
rebel brigade in Hasaka told a New York Times reporter that al-Nusra “are 
the strongest military force in the area… We can’t deny it.” But he added, 
“Most of the youth who joined them did so to topple the regime, not 
because they wanted to join Al Qaeda.” While al-Nusra continues to gain 
control of government oil fields, the FSA itself it losing territory, which has 
been blamed on a shortage of weapons and resources. For example, one 
FSA member who joined al-Nusra told The Guardian, “If you join al-Nusra, 
there is always a gun for you but many of the FSA brigades can't even 
provide bullets for their fighters." Indeed, al-Nusra is apparently wealthy 
enough to support rebels’ families financially during the conflict. In a 
situation of war, can it be so difficult to see why al-Nusra is gaining 
support? At the same time, who else can Syrian Shi’ites turn to other than 
pro-Assad forces and Hezbollah for their survival? 
 
Meanwhile, the West stands paralysed as to how to address the situation. 
European countries like the UK and France have promoted the liberal 
Syrian National Coalition as the legitimate government of Syria and have 
pushed for assistance to be provided to the FSA. The USA, perhaps more 
fearful of Islamist influence in the FSA, have been more reluctant but no 
less keen to control the situation, shown by its move to hold talks with 
Russia about what should be done concerning the conflict. What all this 
shows is that the Syrian National Coalition is largely influenced by Western 
powers, and would submit to their will and laws of capitalism should they 
come to power. 
 
Therefore, the situation in Syria shows a clear lack of genuine 
revolutionary leadership. While what seems like the most of the world 
attempts to use the conflict to forward their own agenda, the Syrian 
people are paying the price. At this current time, a Marxist leadership 
would provide unfettered opportunities for liberation, not tied to regional 
or imperialist influences. It would also be the only leadership that could 
cut across sectarian lines of Sunni-Shi’a in demanding the equality of all, 
which is perhaps the only foreseeable avenue for peace in Syria. In the 
absence of such leadership, we can only expect the conflict to escalate, 
with perhaps even more active foreign interference. 
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Why Europe Can’t Just “Fix” Youth Unemployment 

 
 

 
 

Jérôme E. Roos 15 May 2013 
 
For years already, the youth of Europe’s heavily indebted periphery has 
been facing mass unemployment. In Greece and Spain, a respective 59 and 
56 percent of young people are now out of work, while youth 
unemployment in the EU as a whole currently stands at a troubling 24 
percent, up from 22.5 percent last year. The “lucky” ones are those 
waiting tables with PhD degrees in their back pockets. Those who were 
forced to leave their families and friends behind to join the generational 
exodus to Germany or Angola don’t even show up in the statistics. 
 
In recent weeks, European leaders somewhat belatedly seem to have 
become mightily interested in the issue. Italy’s new Prime Minister Enrico 



Letta called youth unemployment the most serious problem facing his 
country and called for an EU plan to “combat” it. German Chancellor 
Angela Merkel, flag-bearer of the European austerity movement, similarly 
considers youth unemployment to be “Europe’s biggest challenge.” 
Meanwhile, a new campaign by Big Think somewhat naively asks “what’s 
causing youth unemployment and what can fix it?” 
 
Apart from the obvious hypocrisy of these concerns — coming from the lips 
of the same officials whose unrelenting insistence on austerity, neoliberal 
reforms and full debt repayment largely caused the unemployment crisis to 
begin with — this newfound sympathy for our generation’s plight hinges on 
a dangerous assumption that serves to ideologically re-construct youth 
unemployment as a “problem” that can somehow be “solved” with a magic 
fix or a continental master plan — without addressing the underlying 
causes of austerity, depression, and a fundamentally unsustainable debt 
load, let alone the internal contradictions of the eurozone and globalized 
financial capitalism more generally. 
 
It should be clear to any intelligent person by now that youth 
unemployment is not a problem in the ordinary sense of the word; it is a 
symptom of a much more deep-seated disease that’s breaking down our 
society from within. Other symptoms include the rise of neo-Nazism and 
xenophobic violence in Greece; the wave of suicides across Southern 
Europe; the 400.000 families that have been evicted from their homes in 
Spain; the thousands of starving horses that have been abandoned by their 
owners in Ireland; the UK students who had their tuition fees tripled and 
now face the prospect of either dropping out, studying abroad, or accruing 
massive student debts; the eurozone record levels of mortgage debt held 
by Dutch households, etc., etc. — not to mention the thorough discrediting 
of democratic institutions and the massive riots that have rocked major 
European capitals like London, Athens, Madrid, Lisbon and Rome. 
 
But European leaders seem blind to the metastasis of misery that has crept 
into the social fabric of our continent. Wouldn’t it be great, they now 
seem to tell us, if we could have crippling austerity, an increasing debt 
load, a devastating social crisis, starving pensioners, the return of fascism, 
a wave of suicides and mass deprivation — but without the youth 
unemployment? I’m not buying this story, and I don’t think any of us 
should. The attempt to cast the current crisis in generational terms serves 
to drive a wedge between us and our unemployed, indebted and/or retired 
(grand)parents. It serves to co-opt the youth in the ongoing wave of 
neoliberal reforms, making us believe it is in our best interest to crack 
down on the labor rights, jobs and pensions of our parents so we ourselves 
can better compete for the increasingly precarious jobs of the future. 
 
The real reason European leaders are suddenly so concerned about youth 
unemployment — while they remain unmoved by the plight of Greek AIDS 
patients, for instance, who now can’t get their anti-retroviral drugs — is 
simply that they are terrified by the prospect of social unrest. As the New 
York Times reported today, “it is clear that policy makers are seriously 
worried that millions of frustrated young job seekers pose as much of a 
threat to the euro zone as excessive government debt or weak banks.” 
German Finance Minister Wolfgang Schäuble literally admitted that “We 
will have to speed up in fighting youth unemployment, because otherwise 
we will lose the support, in a democratic way, in some populations of the 
European Union.” What they fear, in other words, is a continent-wide 
youth uprising. At its worst, their plans to “fix” youth unemployment serve 
to distract us from the obvious class dimension at play, promoting the 
illusion that the social crisis we face is just a series of economic problems 
that can be fixed without radical changes to the political status quo. 



 
The inconvenient truth is that unemployment is an integral element of the 
neoliberal policy response to the crisis pursued by the European Union and 
the IMF. This, in itself, is nothing new. IMF austerity programs in the 
developing world have long involved dramatic reductions in wages and 
rises in unemployment. Careful quantitative analysis of the Latin American 
debt crisis of the 1980s has shown that “the most consistent and 
statistically significant impact of Fund programs in Latin America … was 
the reduction in labor share of income.” Even official IMF studies recognize 
that its austerity programs “boost unemployment and lower paychecks.” 
Most importantly, the authors of a 2011 IMF report, Painful Medicine, 
conclude that austerity causes not just short-term but “particularly long-
term unemployment.” 
 
In other words, asking for austerity measures without youth unemployment 
is like insisting on the medieval practice of blood-letting without the 
blood-loss. It is not only brutal, but also practically impossible. Austerity 
and unemployment are like Siamese twins, conjoined at the hip, designed 
to strengthen and reinforce one another. As long as the EU and IMF keep 
imposing these highly destructive adjustment measures, unemployment 
will keep on rising. The only genuine “solution” to unemployment, 
therefore, would be to break free from the shackles of austerity and to 
default on the foreign debt. This is the reformist vision pursued by SYRIZA 
in Greece, and despite the lack of revolutionary imagination of this quasi-
Keynesian approach, there is certainly something to be said for it from a 
humanitarian point of view. 
 
At the same time, I have now written some 50,000 words on this question 
— why not default? – for my PhD thesis, showing precisely why the option 
of default is often so elusive. In a word, default would greatly harm the 
interests of foreign private creditors, who just happen to control virtually 
all the critical resources in the global economy, giving them a 
disproportionate ability to block the type of solutions that would favor the 
unemployed. So to get to the phase where we can even realistically start 
considering genuine “solutions” to the “problem” of youth unemployment, 
we first have to confront the financial power structures that obstruct the 
pursuit of such solutions to begin with. This requires much more than a 
continental master plan to combat youth unemployment. It requires a 
radical break with the status quo. 
 
Our problems, in short, are not due to a lack of innovative ideas; they are 
due to an excess of financial power concentrated within the hands of a 
tiny elite of bankers. This means we have to dramatically reformulate our 
question. Rather than asking what innovative ideas can solve the problem 
of youth employment, we should be asking what type of strategies could 
upend the structural power of international creditors. This leads us away 
from economics and back into the realm of revolutionary theory and 
praxis. How could Europe’s downtrodden youth ever possibly conceive of 
shaking the global financial order? It is to this impossible question that I 
will turn in my next post.  
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South Africa’s sub-imperial seductions 

 
 

 
Patrick Bond First Published in Pambazuka 14 May 2013 
 
South Africa is this week hosting yet another major conference, the World 



 Economic Forum for Africa, amidst increasing evidence that the nation is 
fast growing as a sub-imperialist power 
 
Thanks are due to the brutally-frank Zambian vice president Guy Scott who 
last week pronounced, ‘I dislike South Africa for the same reason that 
Latin Americans dislike the United States’, and to our own president Jacob 
Zuma for forcing a long-overdue debate, just as the World Economic Forum 
Africa summit opens in Cape Town: is Pretoria a destructive sub-imperialist 
power? 
 
Two positions immediately hardened on Monday at the spiky, must-read 
ezine Daily Maverick, as Zuma declared the need for a ‘decisive 
intervention: an African Standby Force for rapid deployment in crisis 
areas.’ One stance – that of veteran US State Department official and now 
DM columnist Brooks Spector – encourages the extension of Pretoria’s 
power footprint for the sake of economic self-interest; the other – by 
health and human rights activist Sisonke Msimang – favours the revival of a 
Mandela-era rhetorical passion for continental human rights. 
 
First though, some context: 
 
· The call for a rush deployment force (Africon-style) comes the week after 
Ernst & Young’s Africa Attractiveness Survey recorded how thanks to 
predictable mining houses and MTN cellphone service, Standard Bank, 
Shoprite retail, and Sanlam insurance, SA’s foreign direct investment in 
the rest of Africa had risen 57 percent since 2007; indeed, ‘when one 
strips out investment from other countries into South Africa itself, [SA] was 
the single largest investor in FDI projects in the rest of Africa in 2012’ – 
and SA finance minister Pravin Gordhan’s recent budget statement 
promises to ‘relax cross-border financial regulations and tax requirements 
on companies, making it easier for banks and other financial institutions to 
invest and operate’ up-continent, making the re-scramble for Africa that 
more frenetic. 
 
 
·The call comes shortly after 1500 more SA National Defense Force (SANDF) 
troops were deployed to the resource-rich eastern edge of the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo – where not only is petroleum being prospected by 
Zuma’s catastrophe-prone nephew Khulubuse, but where coltan for our 
cellphones is mined, where Africa’s biggest conglomerate, Johannesburg-
based Anglo, was caught working with murderous warlords a few years ago, 
and where more than five million Congolese have lost their lives over the 
last fifteen years. 
 
·It comes five and a half weeks after Pretoria declared itself the ‘gateway’ 
to Africa for Brazilian, Russian, Indian and Chinese investors at Durban’s 
BRICS summit. 
 
·It comes six weeks after 13 SANDF troops returned home in coffins from 
the Central African Republic capital Bangui in the wake of their mission to 
protect South African ‘assets’ which were initially said to be merely 
SANDF’s toys – yet just as they fell, those soldiers were termed 
‘mercenaries’ by the Seleka rebel group now in control. As a SANDF 
survivor told Sunday Times reporters Graeme Hoskins and Isaac Mahlangu, 
‘Our men were deployed to various parts of the city, protecting belongings 
of South Africans. They were the first to be attacked… the guys outside the 
different buildings – the ones which belong to businesses in Joburg.’ 
According to the Mail&Guardian, businesses set up in Bangui in recent 
years include several owned by African National Congress bigwigs. 
 



Looking out from this fog of war, Brooks Spector argues that Pretoria’s 
‘foreign policy efforts should also be geared to promoting the country’s 
economic and commercial prospects. These would include deliberate 
efforts aimed at opening foreign markets for South African product 
exports, encouraging foreign investment domestically, and supporting 
innovation and opportunities for international business ventures.’ 
 
What of higher-order interests? Spector quotes local commentator Xolela 
Mangcu, writing for the Brookings Institute in Washington: Zuma’s 
predecessor ‘Thabo Mbeki also took it upon himself – through the foreign 
affairs department – to stand up for the continent both in fighting the 
superpowers but also in determining the terms of the world’s involvement 
with Africa. Mbeki’s pet projects, the New Partnership for Africa’s 
Development (Nepad), came under criticism in other parts of the continent 
precisely because of this ‘big brother’ role.’ 
 
Fighting the superpowers? The bulk of evidence suggests [_id]=266]Mbeki 
repeatedly bolstered their neoliberal agenda even though he tossed 
around phrases like ‘global apartheid’ to throw observers off the scent. 
More honestly, Nepad was termed by a Bush Administration official 
‘philosophically spot-on’ with Bush giving Mbeki ‘point man’ duty on 
Zimbabwe, for example. 
 
In opening African markets for SA, as Spector desires, and in facilitating 
massive new African infrastructure investments along old colonial lines, 
even worse US penetration is likely (not just the oft-remarked flood from 
China). Mbeki’s pro-West orientation was a central reason why the Council 
for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa (the 
continent’s leading intellectual body) condemned Nepad, since ‘big 
brother’ was actually more of a mini-me looking up to the imperialist 
powers: ‘Nepad will reinforce the hostile external environment and the 
internal weaknesses that constitute the major obstacles to Africa’s 
development. Indeed, in certain areas like debt, Nepad steps back from 
international goals that have been won through global mobilisation and 
struggle.’ 
 
Nepad’s ‘most fundamental flaws,’ according to the continent’s sharpest 
thinkers, include ‘the neo-liberal economic policy framework at the heart 
of the plan… Its main targets are foreign donors… The engagement that 
Nepad seeks with institutions and processes like the World Bank, the IMF, 
the WTO, the United States Africa Growth and Opportunity Act, the 
Cotonou Agreement, will further lock Africa’s economies 
disadvantageously into this environment.’ 
 
Instead of encouraging Joburg capital’s venal economic greed, Pretoria 
should indeed intervene, but with a rather different agenda, insists 
Msimang: ‘Much to the chagrin of those of us who had hoped we would be 
more muscular in our approach, SA has elected to play a softly-softly role 
in matters of human rights, good governance and democracy on the 
continent.’ (To be sure, the same softly-softly role was also witnessed in 
Marikana and so many thousands of other South African sites of corruption, 
neoliberal service non-delivery, malgovernance and police brutality.) 
 
What lies behind these grievances? For Spector, it is that Pretoria’s 
‘foreign policy has been bedevilled by what could be termed a slow-
growing, ad hoc amateurism; a too-easy reliance on the formalism of 
international organisations as a substitute for concrete results; and a 
growing confusion between supporting economic and commercial goals as a 
whole – as opposed to acting for the benefit of individual business profits.’ 
 



The lamentable result? ‘South Africa, today, resembles more and more 
that ‘pitiful, helpless giant’ of Richard Nixon’s late night fears about 
America caught in the midst of the Vietnam War than it does the view of a 
colossus that bestrides a continent existing in popular sentiment here.’ 
(That sentiment includes Zuma’s National Development Plan, by the way, 
which concedes ‘the perception of the country as a regional bully’ because 
‘SA policy-makers tend to have a weak grasp of African geopolitics.’) 
 
To bestride Africa is a regrettably cheeky image, because as you know 
Brooks Spector, ‘The Rhodes Colossus’ was an 1892 cartoon in Punch 
magazine celebrating the Cape-to-Cairo agenda of Britain’s sub-imperialist 
partner. Ten years ago, a similarly misguided speechwriter for Mandela 
had him utter these words at the ill-advised launch of the Mandela-
Rhodes Foundation: ‘I am sure that Cecil John Rhodes would have given 
his approval to this effort to make the South African economy of the early 
21st century appropriate and fit for its time.’ 
 
But today, suffering his perpetual crises, how might a Zuma-Colossus 
continue bossing disillusioned SANDF soldiers into coffins? (Nixon couldn’t 
do so after around 1973, Spector needs no reminding.) 
 
After all, the expectations are high, if we are to judge by a private-sector 
arbiter of sub-imperial cooperative capacity, the Stratfor consultancy. 
Thanks to Anonymous and WikiLeaks, we know that ‘SA’s history is driven 
by the interplay of competition and cohabitation between domestic and 
foreign interests exploiting the country's mineral resources. Despite being 
led by a democratically-elected government, the core imperatives of SA 
remain maintenance of a liberal regime that permits the free flow of 
labour and capital to and from the southern Africa region, and 
maintenance of a superior security capability able to project into south-
central Africa.’ 
 
That, at least, was conventional imperialist wisdom until the Bangui rebels 
forced a bloodied SANDF into rapid retreat on March 23. Here the danger 
of Msimang’s position becomes apparent: seducing Pretoria to once again 
talk left so as to invade right. ‘Post-Apartheid SA has elected to do the 
diplomatic soft-shoe shuffle in matters of human rights, good governance 
and democracy on the continent. On the continent, the lowest-common-
denominator approach to diplomacy and foreign policy is perceived as 
weak. It is time South Africa spoke softly and carried a big stick,’ says 
Msimang. 
 
Like Spector recalling Rhodes, the problem with Msimang’s latter quote is 
that the man who first uttered it, at the turn of the last century, was US 
president Theodore Roosevelt, one of Washington’s most aggressive 
interventionists. Notches on his belt ranged from consolidating power in 
neo-colonial Cuba and the Philippines , to rendering the Panama Canal ‘a 
major staging area for American military forces, making the US the 
dominant military power in Central America,’ as one biographer 
remarked. Moreover, Roosevelt’s corollary to the Monroe Doctrine was that 
‘the United States would intervene in any Latin American country that 
manifested serious economic problems,’ and serve as the Western 
Hemisphere’s main cop. 
 
Some say that by now taking a similar gap as chief cop in Southern and 
Central Africa, SA becomes imperialist, a case that would be stronger 
were it not for the vast drain of mining and financial profits into those 
dozen overseas-listed corporations that were once SA’s largest, whose 
financial headquarters are now mainly in London. The current account 
deficit from profit and dividend outflows has ratcheted the foreign debt to 



$135 billion, a potential crisis catalyst in coming months. 
 
Such vulnerability to the whim of capital means that while zigzagging 
across Africa between service to the West and to new BRIC allies 
(especially China) one day, and to Joburg/family businesses the next, with 
a military unable to service such a long supply chain, what Spector terms a 
‘muddle in the middle’ is better alliterated as schizophrenic sub-
imperialist SA. 
http://www.pambazuka.org/en/category/features/87288 
 
Patrick Bond directs the University of KwaZulu-Natal Centre for Civil 
Society, which co-hosted the brics-from-below counter-summit in March. 
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Ukuyenga kweNingizimu Afrika kokubusa lelizwekazi 
NguPatrick Bond 
Yahunyushwa nguFaith ka-Manzi 
 
Sibonga indoda esingayijwayele, ekhuluma iqiniso ingananazi isekela 
likamongameli waseZambia uGuy Scott owathi ngesonto eledlule, 
“INingizimu Afrika ngiyenyanya nnjengesizathu esifanayo esenza amazwe 
aseLatin America enyanye iMelika”, kanye nakumongameli wethu 
uGedleyihlekisa Zuma ngokuphoqa inkulumo-mpikiswano ekufanele ngabe 
kade yenzeka, ngesikhathi kuvulwa Ingqungquthela Yomnotho Yomhlaba 
eKapa: ngabe iPitoli umbuso ocekela phansi kulelizwekazi? 
 
Kunamacala amabili aqinile ngoMsombuluko kwiphephandaba 
elingachemile iDaily Maverick, njengoba uZuma aqinisekisa isidingo 
“sokungenelela okubalulekile: ukuthi kube khona Amandla aseAfrika 
Azohlale Evivile ukugijimela ukusabalaliswa ezindaweni eziphuthumayo.” 
Omunye umbono – ilowo ongowayeyisikhulu soMnyango Wezwe LaseMelika 
futhi manje osengumunye obhala uvo lwakhe kwiDaily Maverick, uBrooks 
Spector oxhasa ukwelulwa kwezinyathelo zamandla ePitoli 
ngokuzibhekelela kwalo kwezomnotho; omunye umbono ngowesishoshovu 
sezempilo kanye namalungelo esintu uSisonke Msimang ovumelana 
nokuvuselelwa kwezinkulumo zangesikhathi sikaMandela ezazimayelana 
namalungelo esintu kulelizwekazi. 
 
Okokuqala-ke akesithole umnyombo mayelana nalokhu: 
 
• Ukumenyezela kokusabalaliswa kwabezombutho wezempi okusheshayo 
(ngendlela yaseAfrika) okwenzeka ngesonto emva kokuba iAfrica 
Attractiveness Survey yeErnst and Young efakaza ngokuthi sibonga izmboni 
zezindlu zemikhiqizo embiwa phansi kanye nemboni kamakhalekhukhwini 
uMTN, iBhange uStandard, uShoprite, kanye nemboni yezomshuwalense 
iSanlam, ukutshala okuqondile kwizwekazi laseAfrika yonkana okwenziwa 
yiNingizimu Afrika kukhule ngamaphesenti angu57 kusukela ngo2007; “uma 
umuntu ebeka eceleni ukutshala kwamanye amazwe okuza ngqo 



eNingizimu Afrika, [iNingizimu Afrika] iyona ebitshala kakhulu 
kumaprojekti eFDI kwiAfrika yonke ngo2012” – futhi ungqongqoshe 
wezezimali eNingizimu Afrika uPravin Gordhan enukulumweni yakhe 
engekudala ethula ezezimali wathembisa “ukuxegisa ukulawulwa 
kwezimali kwimingcele kanye nezidingo zentela kwizimboni, okwenza kube 
lula kumabhange kanye nezinye izikhungo zezimali ukutshala kanye 
nokuhweba” phezulu kwizwekazi, okwenza ukubangisana kabusha 
ngeAfrika kwenzeke ngokujahwa. 
• Lokhu kwenzeka masinyane-nje emva kokuba ngaphezulu kwamalunga 
angu1500 Azempi Zokuvikela Zezwe (SANDF) ayesabalaliswe ezweni 
elicebile kwimikhiqizo yezokumbiwa phansi esempimalanga 
yaseDemocratic Republic of Congo – lapho kungagcini-nje ngokuthi 
amafutha afunwa ngumshana kaZuma, uKhulubuse, ovame ukuba 
namashwa, kodwa futhi lapho kumbiwa khona icoltan yomakhalekhukhwini 
bethu, futhi lapho imbonikazi yaseNingizimu Afrika, ezinze eGoli iAnglo, 
yabanjwa isebenzisana nabaholo botheleweni abangababulali eminyakeni 
embalwa edlule, futhi lapho sekudlule khona imiphefumulo engaphezulu 
kwezigidi ezinhlanu zabantu baseCongo eminyakeni eyishumi nanhlanu 
edlule. 
• Lokhu kwenzeka emva kwamasonto amahlanu nesigamu lapho iPitoli 
laziqinisekisa “njengesango” laseAfrika kubatshali baseBrazil, eRussia, 
eChina kanye naseIndia kwingqungqquthela yeBRICS eThekwini. 
• Loku futhi kwenzeka emva kwamasonto ayisithupha amalunga angu 13 
abezombutho wezempi iSANDF abuyela kuleli eseyizidumbu eqhamuka 
kwelomkhulu laseCentral Africa Republic eBangui ngenkathi kade ehambile 
ethunywe ukuyovikela “izimpahla” zaseNingizimu Afrika okwaqale 
kwathiwa kwakukade kungamathoyizi ezombutho weSANDF nje- kodwa 
ngesikhathi esefa lawomalunga ezombutho wezempi kwathiwa 
“ngabezombutho wempi wangasese” iqembu lezidlamlilo likaSeleka 
okuyilona manje eselilawulayo. Ilunga lezombutho wezempi elasinda 
leSANDF latshela izintatheli zephephandaba iSunday Times oGraeme 
Hoskins no Isaac Mahlangu ukuthi, “Amadoda akithi ayesabalaliswe 
kwizindawo ezahlukene zedolobha, evikela izimpahla zezakhamizi 
zaseNingizimu Afrika. Kwaqalwa ngabo ukuhlaselwa . . . abesilisa 
ababengaphandle kwezakhiwo ezahlukahlukene – ezinabanikazi bazo 
okungezabahwebi baseGoli.” Ngokusho kwephephandaba iMail&Guardian, 
ezohwebo ezenziwe eBangui kuleminyaka edlule imbandakanya ezohwebo 
ezimbalwa abanikazi bazo okuyizikhulu zikaKhongolose. 
 
Uma sesibheka lempi enesidididi, uBrooks Spector uthi “imigomo 
yezangaphandle yasePitoli kufanele yenzelwe ukubhekana nombono 
wokugqugquzela ezokuhweba kanye nezomnotho zalelizwe. Lokhu 
kuyombandakanya imizamo ehleliwe ebhekiswe ekuvuleleni iNingizimu 
Afrika izimakethe zangaphandle ukuthi kuhwebe ngemikhiqizo 
yaseNingizimu Afrika, futhi kugqugquzele nokutshalwa kwezimali 
zangaphandle kuleli, kanye nokuxhasa ukuqala amathuba ezokuhweba 
eamzweni angaphandle.” 
 
Bese kwenziwanjani-ke mayelana nenzuzo ephezulu? Lapho uSpector uvele 
wasiqondisa kumbhalo owenziwe ngomunye onomno wakhe naye uXolela 
Mangcu, ebhalela iBrookings Institute eWashington: Owayebusa 
ngaphambili kukaZuma “UThabo Mbeki wazenzela ngokwakhe – esebenzisa 
umnyango wezangaphandle – ukumela lelizwekazi ngokulwa nababusi 
abanamandla kakhulu kodwa ngokuzinqumela imigomo okungenelela 
komhlaba eAfrika. Amaprojekti akhe ayewathanda uMbeki, iNew 
Partnership for Africa’s Development [iNepad], eyagxekwa kakhulu 
kwezinye izingxenye zezwekazi ngenxa yokuthi wayesedlala indima yokuba 
‘ngubhuti omdala.” 
 
Elwa nababusi abanamandla amakhulu? Ubufakazi obuningi buveza ukuthi 



uMbeki izikhathi eziningi wayekhuthaza umbuso wongxiwankulu noma 
ngabe wayejwayele ukusebenzisa amagama ‘anjengobandlululo lomhlaba’ 
ukwenza abaqaphelayo banganaki. Eqinisweni, iNepad yabizwa ngumbuso 
kaBush “njengenomqondo oshaya khona impela” uBush enika uMbeki 
“njengendoda ehlanganisayo” emsebenzini waseZimbabwe, 
njengesibonelo-nje. 
 
Ngokuvulelwa kweNingizimu Afrika izimakethe zaseAfrika, njengoba 
uSpector efisa, futhi ngokwenza kalula ukutshalwa kwezingqalazizinda 
kakhulu ezintsha zeAfrika ngezindlela kunokwakwenzeka ngayo kusakubusa 
abamhlophe, okubi kakhulu ukungenelela kweMelika kungenzeka (hayi-nje 
okuhlale kukhulunywa njengokungena kakhulu kwezwe laseChina). 
Ukuchema kukaMbeki kanye namazwe aseMpumalanga kwakuyisona sizathu 
esiphambili esasenza iCouncil for the Development of Social Science 
Research eAfrika (inhlangano yezwekazi eholayo yezazi) yayigxeka iNepad, 
kusukela ngesikhathi “ubhuti omdala” empeleni kwakufana noMbeki 
ebheke kubabusi abasabalala ngokubusa amanye amazwe: “INepad 
iyqinisekisa isimo esingenabungani esiqhamuka ngaphandle kanye 
nobuthakathaka bangaphakathi okuyikhona okuvimba kakhulu intuthuko 
yaseAfrika. Emepeleni, kwezinye izindawo njengezikweletu, iNepad ivele 
iqhele kwekuphokophele komhlaba wonke okuzuzwe ngokuhlanganyelwa 
kanye nkuzabalaza emhlabeni wonke. 
 
“Ukuhluleka okukhulu kweNepad”, ngokusho kwabacanga ngokushesha 
kakhulu kulelizwekazi, kuhlanganisa imigomo yezomnotho yongxiwankulu 
kulelisu. . .Futhi okubhekiswe kubona kakhulu abatshali basemazweni 
angaphandle. ..Ukuzihlanganisa kweNepad okufuna izikhungo kanye 
nezindlela njengeBhange Lomhlaba, iIMF, iWTO, umthetho waseMelika 
iAfrica Growth and Opportunity Act, iSivumelwano iCotonou, okuyoqhubela 
phambili ukuvalela iminotho yaseAfrika okungeke kube nenzuzo 
kulesisimo.” 
 
Esikhundleni sokuthi imali yaseGoli yezomnotho enomona, iPitoli kufanele 
lingenelele, kodwa ngendlela ehlukene, kugcizelela uMsimang: “ Ngendlela 
edumaze abaningi bethu abakade befisa ukuthi sizoba nesandla esiiqinile 
ngendlela esibhekelela ngayo, iNingizimu Afrika ivele yakhetha ukudlala 
indima yokuthamba ezindabeni ezifana namalungelo esintu, ukuhola 
okuhle kanye nentando yeningi kulelizwekazi.” (Ukuqinisekisa, lendima 
yokuthamba yabonakala futhi eMarikana kanye nezinye izindawo 
zaseNingizimu Afrika zenkohlakalo, ukungalethwa kwezinsiza kwizakhamizi 
kubabusi bongxiwankulu, ukubusa okunhlakanhlaka kanye nonya 
lwamaphoyisa.) 
 
Ngabe yini esemva kwalezizikhalo? NgokukaSpector, “ukuthi yingoba 
umgomo wezangaphandle wasePitoli ubuxinwe kabi ngokungabizwa 
ngokuthi ukukhula kancane, ubu-amesha obungahlelekile; ukuncika 
kakhulu ekwenziweni ngendlela kwezinhlangano zangaphandle 
njengezimele imiphumela okuyiyona yona; kanye nokudideka okukhulayo 
phakathi kwenzuzo yabathile kwezohwebo.” 
 
Imiphumela ekhalisayo? “INingizimu Afrika, namhlanje, sivele sifane njalo 
‘nesikhondlakhondla esidabukisayo, esingenamandla’ sikaRichard Nixon 
sokwesaba ezinzulwini zobusuku ngeMelika eyayibhekene nempi 
yaseVietnam uma kubhekwana nenkanankana lelizwekazi ebhekene nayo 
futhi ekhona emizweni yabaningi lapha.” (Lomuzwa uhlanganisa iNational 
Development Plan kaZuma, phela, evumelana “nendlela lelizwe elibukeka 
njengesiqhwaga emazweni asondelene nalo” ngenxa “yabashayi 
bemithetho baseNingizimu Afrika abavame ukuba nolwazi olubuthakathaka 
mayelana nezombusazwe zebalazwe laseAfrika.”) 
 



Ukugibela phezu kweAfrika ngeshwa kuyindlela edelelekile elibonakala 
ngayo lelizwe, njengoba-ke wazi Brooks Spector, “iRhodes Colossus” 
kwakungumdwebo wango1892 kwiphephabhuku iPunch elalihalalisela 
uhlelo olusuka eKapa luya eCairo lwaseNgilandi njengombusi ongumngani 
osabalele. Eminyakeni eyishumi edlule, omunye futh umbhali wezinkulumo 
owayedukisiwe ebhalela uMandela waba naye ngesikhathi eqamba 
iMandela-Rhodes Foundation: “Nginesiqinisekiso sokuthi uCecil John 
Rhodes wayezovumelana nalomzamo wokwenza umnotho waseNingizimu 
Afrika weminyaka eyinkulungwane nanye efanelekile futhi nevumelana 
nalesisikhathi.” 
 
Kodwa namhlanje, ehlushekiswa yizigigaba zakhe ezingapheli, kungenzeka 
kanjani ukuthi lenkanankana-kaZuma iqhubeke nokukhomba amalunga 
ezombutho wempi beSANDF abanokudideka ekufeni? (UNixon 
wayengasakwazi ukwenza njalo emva kuka1973, futhi uSpector akadingi 
ukukhunjuzwa ngalokho.) 
 
Empeleni, konke okwakulindelekile kwakukukhulu, uma singase sahlulele 
ngendlela obonisa ngasese mayelana nokungenziwa ukubusa izwekazi 
iStratfor consultancy. Sibonga laba abangazidaluli kanye neWikileaks, 
siyazi ukuthi “umlando waseNingizimu Afrika ushayelwa ngabadlala 
ngokuncintisana nokukipita phakathi kwezidingo zangaphakathi kanye 
nezangaphandle ezisebenzisa ngokucekela imikhiqizo yokumbiwa phansi. 
Ngaphandle kokuholwa nguhulumeni okhethwe ngentando yeningi, 
okubalulekile kakhulu eNingizimu Afrika ukugcina umbuso okhululekile 
ovumela ukusabalala kwezomsebenzi kanye nemali kusukela futhi kuya 
emazweni akhelene nayo, kanye nokugcina kwezokuvikela ezikwazi ukufika 
eningizimu – kanye nemaphakathi neAfrika. 
 
Lokho, mhlawumbe kwakungase, kube ubuhlakani bokusabalalai ukubusa 
kwaze kwathi izidlamlilo zaseBangui zaphoqa amalunga abezombutho 
wezempi beSANDF ababegcwele igazi ukuthi bahambe sebehlehla nge23 
kuMashi. Lapha Ingozi yoqhaza likaMsimang libonakala licacile: ukuyenga 
kwePitoli ukuthi futhi ikhulume njengamakhomanisi kodwa ihlasele 
njengongxiwankulu. “INingizimu Afrika ebuswa ngale kombuso 
wabandlululo owakhethwa ukwenza ezokuxhumana namanye amazwe 
ngokuthama ezindabeni zamaalungelo esintu, ukubusa kahle kanye 
nentando yeningi kulelizwekazi. Kulelizwekazi, isihlanganisi eiphansi 
kakhulu sokubhekana nezokuxhumana namanye amazwe kanye nemigomo 
yezangaphandle ibonakala njengebuthakathaka. Isikhathi lapho iNingizimu 
AfrikA ikhulume ngokuthambile kodwa ibe iphethe induku enkulu,” kusho 
uMsimang. 
 
NjengoSpector ekhumbula uRhodes, inkinga ngalokhu okokugcina 
owakushiwo nguMsimang ukuthi indoda eyaqale yekusho, ngesikhati 
sekuphela iminyaka eyikhulu edlule, kwakungumongameli waseMelika 
uTheodore Roosevelt, ongomunye wabangeneleli abanodlame kakhulu 
waseWashington. Izimpawu ayenazo zazisukela ekuqinisekeni amandla 
ombuso emazweni ayesebushwa kabusha ngabamhlophe bokufika 
njengeCuba kanye nePhilippines, kuye ekwenzeni umzila wasePanam 
“okuyiyona ndawo enkulu yokugcina ezombutho wezempi zaseMelika, 
okwenza iMelika ibe ngamandla ezombutho wempi engungungqaphambili 
eCentral America,” njengoba kwaphawula omunye umbhali. Futhi 
kunalokho, kwaba ngumphumela weMonroe Doctrine okwakusho ukuthi 
“iMelika lalingangenelela kunoma iliphi ilizwe laseLatin America 
elalitshengisa izinkinga ezinezingqinamba zomnotho,” bese futhi iba 
iphoyisa eliphambili emazweni aseNtshonalanga. Abanye-ke sebthi 
ngokuthatha leligebe njengephoyisa eliholayo eNingizimu kanye 
neMaphakathi (Central) yeAfrika, iNingizimu Afrika isabalalisa ukubusa 
kwayo kulamazwe, isimo esingaba namandla umangabe kwakungekona 



ukuthathwa kakhulu kwenzuzo amakomkhulu ezimboni 
eziyizikhondlakhondla ezezokumbiwa phansi kanye nezezimali manje 
eseziseLondon. Umangabe kwakungekona ukushoda kwinzuzo kanye 
nenzuzo ephumela ngaphandle sekunyuse izikweletu kumazwe 
angaphandle zafika ku$135 wezigidigidi (billions), okuyinkilayitheka 
engezenka kulezizinyanga ezizayo. 
 
Lokhu kungavikeleleki kwezezimali kusho ukuthi ngenkathi kulokhu lelizwe 
lizulazula kuyo yonke iAfrika phakathi ekusebenzeleni amazwe 
aseNtshonalanga kanye nobhululu abasha beBRICS (ikakhulukazi iChina) 
ngelinye ilanga, kanye naseGoli kanye nezohwebo zemindeni 
ngokulandelayo, kanye nezombutho ezingakwazi ukusebenzela 
lolundendende lokusebenza, lokhu uSpector akubiza “njengesiyaluyalu 
esiphakathi nendawo’ kungcono kubizwe njengeNingizimu Afrika 
esabalalisa umbuso wayo ngezingqondo eziningi. 
 
UPatrick Bond ungumqondisi weCentre for Civil Society esikhungweni 
semfundo ephakeme eUniversity of KwaZulu-Natal, ebe ngomunye 
wabaxhasi bengqungquthela yebrics esuka kubantu iya phezulu. 

 

China in revolt 

 
 

 
 

Eli Friedman on some of the recent strikes in China.  
Eli Friedman 13 May 2012 
 
The Chinese working class plays a Janus-like role in the political imaginary 
of neoliberalism. On the one hand, it’s imagined as the competitive victor 
of capitalist globalization, the conquering juggernaut whose rise spells 
defeat for the working classes of the rich world. What hope is there for the 
struggles of workers in Detroit or Rennes when the Sichuanese migrant is 
happy to work for a fraction of the price? 
 
At the same time, Chinese workers are depicted as the pitiable victims of 
globalization, the guilty conscience of First World consumers. Passive and 
exploited toilers, they suffer stoically for our iPhones and bathtowels. And 
only we can save them, by absorbing their torrent of exports, or 
campaigning benevolently for their humane treatment at the hands of 
“our” multinationals. 
 
For parts of the rich-world left, the moral of these opposing narratives is 
that here, in our own societies, labor resistance is consigned to history’s 
dustbin. Such resistance is, first of all, perverse and decadent. What 
entitles pampered Northern workers, with their “First World problems,” to 
make material demands on a system that already offers them such 
abundance furnished by the wretched of the earth? And in any case, 
resistance against so formidable a competitive threat must surely be 
futile. 
 
By depicting Chinese workers as Others – as abject subalterns or 
competitive antagonists – this tableau wildly miscasts the reality of labor in 
today’s China. Far from triumphant victors, Chinese workers are facing the 
same brutal competitive pressures as workers in the West, often at the 
hands of the same capitalists. More importantly, it is hardly their stoicism 
that distinguishes them from us. 
 
Today, the Chinese working class is fighting. More than thirty years into 
the Communist Party’s project of market reform, China is undeniably the 



epicenter of global labor unrest. While there are no official statistics, it is 
certain that thousands, if not tens of thousands, of strikes take place each 
year. All of them are wildcat strikes – there is no such thing as a legal 
strike in China. So on a typical day anywhere from half a dozen to several 
dozen strikes are likely taking place. 
 
More importantly, workers are winning, with many strikers capturing large 
wage increases above and beyond any legal requirements. Worker 
resistance has been a serious problem for the Chinese state and capital 
and, as in the United States in the 1930s, the central government has 
found itself forced to pass a raft of labor legislation. Minimum wages are 
going up by double digits in cities around the country and many workers 
are receiving social insurance payments for the first time. 
 
Labor unrest has been growing for two decades, and the past two years a-
lone have brought a qualitative advance in the character of worker 
struggles. 
 
But if there are lessons for the Northern left in the experience of Chinese 
workers, finding them requires an examination of the unique conditions 
those workers face – conditions which, today, are cause for both great 
optimism and great pessimism. 
 
Over the past two decades of insurgency, a relatively coherent catalog of 
worker-resistance tactics has emerged. When a grievance arises, workers’ 
first step is often to talk directly to managers. These requests are almost 
always ignored, especially if they relate to wages. 
 
Strikes, on the other hand, do work. But they are never organized by the 
official Chinese unions, which are formally subordinate to the Communist 
Party and generally controlled by management at the enterprise level. 
Every strike in China is organized autonomously, and frequently in direct 
opposition to the official union, which encourages workers to pursue their 
grievances through legal channels instead. 
 
The legal system, comprising workplace mediation, arbitration, and court 
cases, attempts to individualize conflict. This, combined with collusion 
between state and capital, means that this system generally cannot 
resolve worker grievances. It is designed in large part to prevent strikes. 
 
Until 2010, the most common reason for workers to strike was nonpayment 
of wages. The demand in these strikes is straightforward: pay us the wages 
to which we are entitled. Demands for improvements above and beyond 
existing law were rare. Given that legal violations were and are endemic, 
there has been fertile ground for such defensive struggles. 
 
Strikes generally begin with workers putting down their tools and staying 
inside the factory, or at least on factory grounds. Surprisingly, there is 
little use of scab labor in China, and so pickets are rarely used.1 
 
When faced with recalcitrant management, workers sometimes escalate by 
heading to the streets. This tactic is directed at the government: by 
affecting public order, they immediately attract state attention. Workers 
sometimes march to local government offices or simply block a road. Such 
tactics are risky, as the government may support strikers, but just as 
frequently will resort to force. Even if a compromise is struck, public 
demonstrations will often result in organizers being detained, beaten, and 
imprisoned. 
 
Even more risky, and yet still common, is for workers to engage in 



sabotage and property destruction, riot, murder their bosses, and 
physically confront the police. Such tactics appear to be more prevalent in 
response to mass layoffs or bankruptcies. A number of particularly intense 
confrontations took place in late 2008 and early 2009 in response to mass 
layoffs in export processing due to the economic crisis in the West. As will 
be explained, workers may now be developing an antagonistic 
consciousness vis-à-vis the police. 
 
But the least spectacular item in this catalog of resistance forms the 
essential backdrop to all the others: migrants, increasingly, have simply 
been refusing to take the bad jobs they used to flock to in the export 
processing zones of the southeast. 
 
A labor shortage first arose in 2004, and in a nation that still has more than 
700 million rural residents, most assumed it to be a short-term fluke. Eight 
years later, there is clearly a structural shift taking place. Economists have 
engaged in intense debate about the causes of the labor shortage, a 
debate I will not recap here. Suffice it to say that a large swath of 
manufacturers in coastal provinces such as Guangdong, Zhejiang, and 
Jiangsu has not been able to attract and retain workers. 
 
Regardless of the specific reasons, the salient point is that the shortage 
has driven up wages and strengthened workers’ power in the market – an 
advantage that they have been exploiting. 
 
A turning point came in the summer of 2010, marked by a momentous 
strike wave that began at a Honda transmission plant in Nanhai. 
 
Since then, there has been a change in the character of worker resistance, 
a development noted by many analysts. Most importantly, worker demands 
have become offensive. Workers have been asking for wage increases 
above and beyond those to which they are legally entitled, and in many 
strikes they have begun to demand that they elect their own union 
representatives. They have not called for independent unions outside of 
the official All-China Federation of Trade Unions (ACFTU), as this would 
surely incite violent state repression. But the insistence on elections 
represents the germination of political demands, even if the demand is 
only organized at the company level. 
 
The strike wave was detonated at Nanhai, where for weeks workers had 
been grumbling about low wages and discussing the idea of a stoppage. On 
17 May 2010, hardly any of them knew that a single employee – whom 
many reports have since identified by the pseudonym Tan Zhiqing – would 
call the strike on his own initiative by simply hitting the emergency stop 
button, shutting down both of the plant’s production lines. 
 
Workers walked out of the factory. By that afternoon, management was 
pleading with them to return to work and open negotiations. Production 
was in fact resumed that day. But the workers had formulated their initial 
demand: a wage increase of 800 rmb per month, amounting to a 50 percent 
hike for regular workers. 
 
More demands followed: for the “reorganization” of the company’s official 
union, which was offering the workers virtually no support in their 
struggle, as well as the reinstatement of two fired workers. During the 
talks workers again walked out, and one week into the strike all of Honda’s 
assembly plants in China had been shut down due to lack of parts. 
 
Meanwhile, news of the Nanhai strike began to spark widespread unrest 
among industrial workers around the country. Chinese newspaper 



headlines told the story: “One Wave Is Higher Than the Next, Strike Also 
Erupts At Honda Lock Factory”; “70 Thousand Participate in Dalian Strike 
Wave Affecting 73 Enterprises, Ends With 34.5% Wage Increases”; “Honda 
Wage Strikes Are a Shock to the Low-Cost Manufacturing Model.” In each 
strike, the main demand was for major wage increases, although in many 
of them demands for union reorganization were also heard – a political 
development of great importance. 
 
One of these copycat strikes was especially notable for its militancy and 
organization. Over the weekend of June 19–20,  a group of up to two 
hundred workers at Denso, a Japanese-owned auto parts maker supplying 
Toyota, met secretly to discuss plans. At the meeting, they decided on a 
strategy of “three nos:” for three days there would be no work, no 
demands, and no representatives. 
 
They knew that by disrupting the supply chain, the neighboring Toyota 
assembly plant would be forced to shut down in a matter of days. By 
committing to strike for three days without demands, they anticipated 
mounting losses both for Denso and for Toyota’s larger production chain. 
 
Their plan worked. On Monday morning, they kicked off the strike by 
walking out and blocking trucks from leaving the plant. By that afternoon, 
six other factories in the same industrial zone had closed, and the next day 
the lack of parts forced a shutdown in the Toyota assembly plant. 
 
On the third day, as they had planned, workers elected twenty-seven 
representatives and went into negotiations with the central demand of an 
800 RMB wage increase. After three days of talks involving the CEO of 
Denso, who had flown in from Japan, it was announced that they had won 
the full 800 RMB increase. 
 
If the summer of 2010 was characterized by radical but relatively orderly 
resistance to capital, the summer of 2011 produced two mass insurrections 
against the state. 
 
In the same week in June 2011, immense worker riots rocked the suburban 
manufacturing areas of Chaozhou and Guangzhou, both leading to 
widespread and highly targeted property destruction. In the Chaozhou 
town of Guxiang, a Sichuanese worker seeking back wages was brutally 
attacked by knife-wielding thugs and his former boss. In response to this, 
thousands of other migrants began demonstrating at the local government 
offices, many of them having suffered years of discrimination and 
exploitation by employers working in collusion with officials. 
 
The protest was purportedly organized by a loosely organized Sichuan 
“hometown association,” one of the mafia-like organizations that have 
proliferated in an environment where open association is not tolerated. 
After surrounding the government offices, the migrants quickly turned 
their ire on local residents who they felt had discriminated against them. 
After they burned dozens of cars and looted stores, armed police were 
required to put down the riot and to disband locals who had organized into 
vigilante groups. 
 
Just one week later, an even more spectacular uprising took place on the 
outskirts of Guangzhou in Zengcheng. A pregnant woman from Sichuan 
hawking goods on the side of the street was approached by police and 
violently shoved to the ground. Rumors immediately began circulating 
among factory workers in the area that she had miscarried as a result of 
the altercation; whether or not this was actually the case quickly became 



irrelevant. 
 
Enraged by another incident of police aggression, indignant workers rioted 
throughout Zengcheng for several days, burning down a police station, 
battling riot cops, and blockading a national highway. Other Sichuanese 
migrants reportedly poured into Zengcheng from around Guangdong to join 
in. Eventually the People’s Liberation Army was called in to put down the 
insurrection and engaged the militants with live ammunition. Despite 
denials from the government, it is likely that a number of people were 
killed. 
 
In just a few years, worker resistance has gone from defensive to 
offensive. Seemingly small incidents have set off mass uprisings, indicative 
of generalized anger. And ongoing labor shortages in coastal areas point to 
deeper structural shifts that have also changed the dynamics of labor 
politics. 
 
All of this presents a severe challenge to the model of export-led 
development and wage repression that has characterized the political 
economy  of China’s southeastern coastal regions for more than two 
decades. By the end of the 2010 strike wave, Chinese media commentators 
were declaring that the era of low-wage labor had come to an end. 
 
But if such material gains are cause for optimism, entrenched 
depoliticization means that workers cannot take much satisfaction from 
these victories. Any attempt by workers to articulate an explicit politics is 
instantly and effectively smashed by the Right and its state allies by raising 
the specter of the Lord of Misrule: do you really want to go back to the 
chaos of the Cultural Revolution? 
 
If in the West “there is no alternative,” in China the two official 
alternatives are a frictionless and efficient capitalist technocracy (the 
Singaporean fantasy) or unmitigated, feral, and profoundly irrational 
political violence. As a result, workers self-consciously submit to the state-
imposed segregation of economic and political struggles and present their 
demands as economic, legal, and in accordance with the stultifying 
ideology of “harmony.” To do otherwise would incite harsh state 
repression. 
 
Perhaps workers can win a wage hike in one factory, social insurance in 
another. But this sort of dispersed, ephemeral, and desubjectivized 
insurgency has failed to crystallize any durable forms of counter-
hegemonic organization capable of coercing the state or capital at the 
class level. 
 
The result is that when the state does intervene on behalf of workers –
 either by supporting immediate demands during strike negotiations or 
passing legislation that improves their material standing – its image as 
“benevolent Leviathan” is buttressed: it has done these things not because 
workers have demanded them, but because it cares about “weak and 
disadvantaged groups” (as workers are referred to in the official lexicon). 
 
Yet it is only through an ideological severing of cause from effect at the 
symbolic level that the state is able to maintain the pretense that workers 
are in fact “weak.” Given the relative success of this project, the working 
class is political, but it is alienated from its own political activity. 
 
It is impossible to understand how this situation is maintained without 
grasping the social and political position of today’s working class. The 



Chinese worker of today is a far cry from the heroic and hyper-
masculinized proletarians of Cultural Revolution propaganda posters. In 
the state-owned sector, workers were never really “masters of the 
enterprise” as claimed by the state. But they were guaranteed lifetime 
employment, and their work unit also bore the cost of social reproduction 
by providing housing, education, health care, pensions, and even wedding 
and funeral services. 
 
In the 1990s, the central government began a massive effort to privatize, 
downsize, or desubsidize many state-owned enterprises, which led to 
major social and economic dislocations in northeastern China’s “Rust 
Belt.” While material conditions for workers in the remaining state-owned 
companies are still better in relative terms, today these firms are 
increasingly run in accordance with the logic of profit maximization. 
 
Of greater immediate interest is the new working class, composed of 
 migrants from the countryside who have flocked to the “Sun Belt” cities 
of the southeast. With the transition to capitalism beginning in 1978, 
farmers originally fared well, as the market provided higher prices for 
agricultural goods than the state had. But by the mid 1980s, these gains 
began to be wiped out by rampant inflation, and the rural population 
started to look for new sources of income. As China opened its doors to 
export-oriented manufacturing in the southeast coastal regions, these 
farmers were transformed into migrant workers. 
 
At the same time, the state discovered that a number of institutions 
inherited from the command economy were useful for enhancing private 
accumulation. Chief among these was the hukou or household registration 
system, which tied an individual’s social benefits to a particular place. The 
hukou is a complex and increasingly decentralized instrument of 
administration, but the key thing to note is that it institutionalizes a 
spatial and social severing between migrant workers’ productive and 
reproductive activities – between their work life and their home and family 
life. 
 
This separation has shaped every aspect of migrant workers’ labor 
struggles. Young migrants come to cities to work in factories, restaurants, 
and construction sites, to engage in petty crime, sell street food, or earn a 
living as sex workers. But the state never made any pretense that migrants 
are formally equal to urban residents or that they are welcome for the 
long term. 
 
Migrants do not enjoy access to any of the public services that urban 
residents have, including health care, housing, and education. They 
require official permission to be in the city, and during the 1990s and early 
2000s there were many instances of migrants being detained, beaten, and 
“deported” for not having papers. For at least a generation, migrant 
workers’ primary aim has been to earn as much money as they could 
before returning to the village in their mid twenties to get married and 
have a family. 
 
Other formal arrangements ensure that migrants are not able to make a 
life in the city. The system of social insurance (including health insurance, 
pensions, unemployment insurance, maternity insurance, and workplace 
injury insurance) is organized at the municipal level. This means the 
migrants who are lucky enough to have employer-supported social 
insurance – a small minority – are paying into a system that they will never 
benefit from. If pensions are not portable, why would a migrant demand a 
better one? Worker demands therefore focus quite rationally on the most 



immediate of wage issues. 
 
Thus, subjectively, migrants do not refer to themselves as “workers,” nor 
do they think of themselves as part of the “working class.” Rather, they 
are mingong, or peasant-workers, and they engage in “selling labor” 
(dagong) rather than having a profession or a career. The temporality of 
this relationship to work is perhaps the norm under neoliberal capitalism, 
but rates of turnover in many Chinese factories are astonishing, sometimes 
exceeding 100 percent a year. 
 
The implications for the dynamics of worker resistance have been 
immense. For example, there are very few recorded struggles over the 
length of the working day. Why would workers want to spend more time in 
a city that rejects them? The “work-life balance” of hr discourse means 
nothing to an eighteeen-year-old migrant worker toiling in a suburban 
Shanghai factory. In the city, migrants live to work – not in the self-
actualizing sense but in the very literal sense. If a worker assumes that 
they are just earning money to eventually bring back home, there is little 
reason (or opportunity) to ask for more time “for what one will” in the 
city. 
 
Another example: every year just before the Chinese New Year, the 
number of strikes in the construction sector surges. Why? This holiday is 
the only time of the year that most migrants will return to their 
hometowns, and is often the only time that they can see family members, 
often including spouses and children. Construction workers are generally 
paid only when a project is completed, but nonpayment of wages has been 
endemic since the deregulation of the industry in the 1980s. The idea of 
going back to the village empty-handed is unacceptable for workers, since 
the reason they left for the city in the first place was because of the 
promise of marginally higher wages. Hence  the strikes. 
 
In other words, migrant workers have not attempted to link struggles in 
production to struggles over other aspects of life or broader social issues. 
They are severed from the local community and do not have any right to 
speak as citizens. Demands for wages have not expanded into demands for 
more time, for better social services, or for political rights. 
 
Capital, meanwhile, has relied on several tried-and-true methods to prop 
up profitability. 
 
Within the factory, the biggest development of the past few years is one 
that will be drearily familiar to workers in the US, Europe, or Japan: the 
explosive growth of various kinds of precarious labor, including temps, 
student interns, and, most importantly, “dispatch workers.” 
 
Dispatch workers are directly employed by a labor contracting firm – many 
of which are owned by local labor bureaus – which then “dispatches” its 
workers to sites where they will be put to work. This has the obvious 
effect of obscuring the employment relationship, and enhancing flexibility 
for capital. Dispatch labor now constitutes a huge percentage of the 
workforce (often more than 50 percent in a given workplace) in an 
incredibly diverse array of industries, including manufacturing, energy, 
transportation, banking, healthcare, sanitation, and the service industry. 
The trend has emerged in domestic private, foreign private, joint-venture, 
and state-owned enterprises. 
 
But the big story in recent years has been the relocation of industrial 
capital from the coastal regions into central and western China. There are 



huge social and political consequences that derive from this “spatial fix,” 
and they present the working class with a new and potentially 
transformative set of possibilities. Whether or not these possibilities will 
be realized is of course a question that can only be resolved in practice. 
 
The case of Foxconn, China’s largest private employer, is instructive here. 
Foxconn moved from its original home in Taiwan to coastal Shenzhen more 
than a decade ago, but in the wake of the 2010 worker suicides and the 
ongoing public scrutiny of its highly militarized and alienating work 
environment, it is now being forced to move once again. The company is 
currently in the process of drawing down its manufacturing workforce in 
Shenzhen, having built massive new facilities in inland provinces. The two 
largest of these are in the provincial capitals of Zhengzhou and Chengdu. 
 
It isn’t hard to understand the attraction that the interior holds for such 
companies. Although wages in Shenzhen and other coastal areas are still 
quite low by global standards (less than 200 USD a month), wages in 
interior provinces such as Henan, Hubei, and Sichuan can be almost half 
that. Many employers also assume, perhaps correctly, that more migrants 
will be available closer to the source, and a looser labor market also has 
immediate political advantages for capital. This, too, is a familiar story of 
capitalism: the labor historian Jefferson Cowie identified a similar process 
at work in his history of electronics manufacturer rca’s “seventy-year 
quest for cheap labor” – a quest that took the company from New Jersey to 
Indiana to Tennessee, and finally to Mexico. 
 
If coastal China has offered transnational capital highly favorable social 
and political conditions for the past two decades, things will be different 
in the interior. The antagonism between labor and capital may be 
universal, but class conflict proceeds on the terrain of particularity. 
 
So what is particular about the Chinese interior, and why might it be 
grounds for cautious optimism? Whereas migrants in coastal regions are 
necessarily transitory – and their struggles therefore ephemeral – in the 
interior they have the possibility of establishing durable community. 
Theoretically, this means that there is a greater possibility to fuse 
struggles in the spheres of production and reproduction, something that 
was not possible when these two arenas were spatially severed. 
 
Consider the issue of hukou, the household registration. The huge eastern 
megalopolises to which migrants have flocked in the past have very tight 
restrictions on gaining local residency. Even white-collar workers with 
graduate degrees can have a difficult time getting a Beijing hukou. 
 
But smaller cities in the interior have set a much lower bar for gaining 
local residency. While it is admittedly speculative, it is worth thinking 
about how this will change the dynamics of worker resistance. If, before, 
migrants’ presumed life trajectory was to go work in the city for a few 
years to earn money before returning home and starting a family, workers 
in the interior may have a very different perspective. Suddenly they are 
not just “working,” but also “living,” in a particular place. 
 
This implies that migrants will be much more likely to settle permanently 
in their places of work. They will want to find spouses, have their own 
places of residence, have kids, send those kids to school – in short, engage 
in social reproduction. 
 
Previously, employers did not have to pay migrant workers a livable wage, 
and there was no pretense that this was to be expected, since it was clear 
that workers would go back to the village to settle down. But in the 



interior, migrants will likely demand all the things one needs for a decent 
life – housing, health care, education, and some protection against the 
risks of unemployment and old age. They may also want time for 
themselves and for their community, a demand that has been 
conspicuously absent up to  the present. 
 
This raises the possibility of the politicization of worker unrest. Decent 
public services were never an expectation of migrants on the coast. But if 
they can establish residence rights in the interior, demands for social 
services could easily be generalized, providing the opportunity to escape 
the isolation of workplace-based struggles. Demands for social protection 
are more likely to be aimed at the state than at individual employers, 
establishing the symbolic foundation for a generalizable confrontation. 
 
Although it is easy to romanticize the brave and sometimes spectacular 
resistance of migrant workers, the reality is that the most frequent 
response to bad working conditions has simply been to quit and find 
another job or return home. This, too, may change if they work where 
they live. The conditions may now be in place for migrants to stand their 
ground and fight for their community and in their community rather than 
simply fleeing. 
 
The biographies of workers in the interior may also present opportunities 
for enhanced militancy. Many of these migrants have previous experience 
working and fighting in coastal regions. Older workers may lack the 
militant passion of youth, but their experience in dealing with exploitative 
bosses and their state allies could be an invaluable resource. 
 
Finally, workers will have greater social resources at their command. In 
large coastal cities, they would be unlikely to garner much sympathy from 
local residents, a fact made painfully clear in the Guxiang riots. But in the 
interior, workers may have friends and family nearby, people who are not 
just inclined to side with labor but who may in a very direct way depend 
on increased wages and social services. This presents the possibility of 
expanding struggles beyond the workplace to incorporate broader social 
issues. 
 
There may be some on the Left who are sanguine about perpetual 
resistance in and of itself. And the form of class conflict that has prevailed 
in China has caused major disruptions for capital accumulation. 
 
But workers are alienated from their own political activity. A profound 
asymmetry exists: workers resist haphazardly and without any strategy, 
while the state and capital respond to this crisis self-consciously and in a 
coordinated manner. 
 
So far, this fragmented and ephemeral form of struggle has been unable to 
make any major dent in the basic structures of the party-state and its 
ruling ideology. And capital, as a universal tendency, has proven its ability 
to subdue militant particularities over and over again. If militant worker 
resistance simply forces capital to destroy one working class and produce a 
new (antagonistic) working class somewhere else, can we really consider 
this a victory? 
 
The new frontier of capital accumulation presents the Chinese working 
class with opportunities to establish more enduring forms of organization 
capable of expanding the domain of social struggle and formulating broad-
based political demands. 
 



But until that happens, it will remain a half-step behind its historical 
antagonist – and ours. 
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INTRODUCTION 
With the death toll now over 900 in the wake of the collapse of the textile 
factory in Bangladesh, there are newspapers and financial newssheets all 
over the world decrying this event as a ‘disaster’ and the ‘deadliest 
industrial accidents ever.’ However, the sweatshop conditions for billions 
of workers around the world along with the absence of occupational safety 
beg the question: Was this building collapse an ‘accident?’ Why are there 
no rules relating to the inspection of buildings and building codes in the 
countries such as China, Bangladesh, Pakistan, India, Tanzania and South 
Africa? How was it possible for the owners of this ‘establishment’ to 
continue operations when the safety and structural conditions of the 
building had been called into question? It is the contention here that this 
was no accident but the logic of a form of accumulating wealth that placed 
a premium on profits over human lives. Some have determined that this 
period is like a second slavery. 
 
In the past 30 years, the drive for super-profits has led corporations to 
seek conditions where the working peoples have the least protection with 
no safety regulations at places of work. Buffeted by banks and hedge fund 
managers who respect no national boundaries, the bottom line for the 
‘investors’ takes precedence over human lives. Egged on by institutions 
such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank, 
governments in the exploited countries of the world have been outdoing 
each other to establish areas of intensified exploitation called Export 
Processing Zones (EPZ). EPZ are sites of production where international 
capitalists do not have to respect labour laws. The recent fire resulting 
from an ammonium nitrate explosion at the West Fertilizer Company 
storage and distribution facility in West, Texas, was another example of 
worksites where there are no proper controls with respect to occupational 
safety. 
 
On top of the promotion of these EPZs, the efforts to roll back the basic 
rights of workers have intensified. Bangladesh is one of those societies 
where the rights of workers have been trampled upon to make the society 
attractive to ‘foreign investors.’ One such attraction is to ensure that 
there are no democratic rights such as the rights of workers to assemble, 
the right to a living wage or the rights to collective bargaining. During the 
period of the last capitalist depression, the International Labour 
Organization (ILO) had campaigned against wage slavery and at the end of 
the depression and war workers fought to expand their rights and to 
strengthen collective bargaining agreements and questions of occupational 
safety. As one form of cover up of these new forms of exploitation, some 
international nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) write on corporate 
social responsibility in order to deflect from the growing calls for the 
protection of workers internationally. 
 
Today, the kind of exploitation that is present in Bangladesh is present all 



over Africa. In Africa, the role of force in production had denied basic 
rights to the working people during colonialism. After independence, the 
politicians aligned with the soldiers to roll back the basic democratic rights 
of workers. These forms differ in degree from the child labour conditions 
in mining operations in the Eastern Democratic Republic of the Congo, the 
use of semi-slave labour on plantations in Cote d’Iviore, the absence of 
safety and health for workers and ultimately in the use of religion and 
ethnic differences to divide workers. When these divisive tactics fail, then 
the companies and their police and security forces shoot workers as was 
the case of the Marikana mines in South Africa. This column is a statement 
of solidarity with the working people of Bangladesh and another call to 
push for global rights, especially the rights of working peoples. 
 
‘UNPRECEDENTED TRAGEDY, ONE OF THE WORST INDUSTRIAL 
ACCIDENTS IN THE WORLD’ 
This is the way the newspapers and journalists have sought to depict the 
actions that led to the collapse of the eight storey building in Dhaka, 
Bangladesh, on April 24, 2013. According to the BBC, ‘some 700 workers 
have been killed in factory fires in Bangladesh since 2005. Garment factory 
collapses in 2005 and 2010 claimed another 79 lives.’ In this building 
collapse of April 24, there are now over 912 dead with over 2,500 injured 
in this latest building collapse. There is no clear account of how many 
persons were in the factory at the time of the collapse of the building 
because the factory owners have not given precise numbers. It was 
reported that 2,437 people have been rescued. 
 
There is still a search for more bodies in the wreckage of the eight-story 
building that was packed with workers at five garment factories. The 
building was supposed to be a five storey building. It has been reported 
that the owner illegally added three floors and allowed the garment 
factories to install heavy machines and generators, even though the 
structure was not designed to support such equipment. The factories were 
making clothing bound for major big name brand retailers in North America 
and Western Europe. Factory owners such that of the Rana Plaza are not 
unusual. This owner had claimed the building was safe, and the factory 
owners had ordered workers into the building despite their objections 
after serious cracks were found in the structure on April 23, the day before 
the disaster. 
 
The semi-slavery conditions of workers in the garment industry in 
Bangladesh had been an open secret among ‘international investors.’ For 
after all, one of the attractions for Bangladesh as a center for the global 
textile industry was precisely the fact that working conditions were poor. 
In November 2012, a fire at another garment factory in Bangladesh that 
made clothes for Wal-Mart and Sears killed 112 people. Supervisors had 
ordered the coerced workers back to work after the fire alarm sounded, 
leaving workers trapped in the upper floors. In 2010, 27 people died and 
more than 100 were injured in a fire in a factory that made clothes for 
high-street retailer Gap. Next door in Pakistan in 2012 a fire in a factory 
had killed more than 300 workers. Then the New York Times reported that 
the Pakistan fire was the worst industrial accident. 
http://tinyurl.com/8d7t9qt 
 
Yet, in light of this tradition of coercing workers to toil in unsafe 
conditions the media has called this building collapse an accident. 
According to the mainstream media, the building collapse was one of the 
deadliest industrial accidents ever. 
 
TEXTILE WORKERS AND EXPLOITATION 
Workers in the garment industry have always been open to super 



exploitation. It was one of the centers of production where the modern 
trade union movement emerged to fight for basic industrial rights. The 
International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union (ILGWU) had been one of the 
largest labour unions in the United States. This union had fought hard for 
the rights of workers especially after the big garment disaster in New York 
in 1911, Triangle Shirtwaist factory, which killed 146 workers. One writer 
who has commented on the recent deaths traced the genealogy of garment 
manufacturing and the succession of ‘accidents.’ In an article titled 
“Clothed in Misery,” M. T. Anderson wrote, 
 
‘Similar disasters happened here in the first phase of our national 
industrialization — the 1878 Washburn mill explosion in Minneapolis, the 
1905 Grover Shoe Factory disaster in Brockton, Mass., the 1911 Triangle 
Shirtwaist Factory fire in Manhattan — but back when New England textile 
mills were the beating heart of America’s mass-production infancy, the 
most notorious was the 1860 collapse of the Pemberton Mill in Lawrence, 
Mass.’ http://tinyurl.com/cnnm6mj 
 
During the last capitalist depression the workers in the United States 
fought for better wages and better working conditions. By the end of the 
depression and the end of the war when workers gained confidence, the 
capitalist moved the factories to areas of the United States where there 
were no unions. Later when the workers were unionized in other parts of 
the USA, the owners moved to low wage economies such as Bangladesh, 
Cambodia, China, Haiti, India, Pakistan and Sri Lanka. US garment 
manufacturers and textile owners had promoted the Africa Growth and 
Opportunity Act (AGOA) to bring African societies into this web of sweat 
shop production. However, the race to the bottom had been intense with 
the IMF and World Bank promoting the interests of the big name brand 
producers of textiles. 
 
The April 24 building collapse is now going in the record book and the way 
the media is writing about the criminal activities is to divert attention 
from the alliance between the international garment manufacturers and 
the local political/comprador elements in Bangladesh. When the press 
writes about the role of corruption that led to this disaster, the 
mainstream media tend to deflect attention from the apparel sellers in 
Europe and North America. 
 
It is against the recent history of the activism of international capital to 
roll back the rights of workers where it is necessary to locate the actions 
of the capitalists in Bangladesh. The Rana Plaza complex which was not 
built as a factory to withstand the vibrations and hectic conditions of 
producing garments is typical of the thousands of cheaply built, unsafe 
sweatshops in Bangladesh employing workers at $38 a month to churn out 
orders for some of the world’s largest corporations. Global conglomerates, 
including some of the world’s best-known brands, extract 60 to 80 percent 
profit margins from merchandise made in Bangladesh, by pressing 
contractors to deliver the lowest possible costs. The garment factories in 
Bangladesh generate 80 percent of the country’s $24 billion annual 
exports. Grouped together in the Bangladesh Garment Manufactures & 
Exporters Association (BGMEA) the Bangladeshi ruling elite operates as a 
junior partner of international big business such as H&M, JC Penney, C&A, 
Levi’s, Marks and Spencer, Tesco and Nike. In the aftermath of the fire, 
the New York Times editorialized that there were only 11 collective 
bargaining agreements in Bangladesh. Writing under the byline, ‘Another 
Preventable Tragedy in Bangladesh,’ this leading voice of liberal capitalism 
lamented, 
 
‘Meanwhile, there are just 11 collective bargaining agreements in the 



entire country of 150 million people, and there are only a few unions in 
the clothing industry. Workers who try to form unions are often fired and 
beaten, sometimes even killed. Last year, a young labor leader, Aminul 
Islam, was tortured and killed in apparent retaliation for his work 
organizing garment workers.’ http://tinyurl.com/cwc8orc 
 
Safety regulations are virtually non-existent, and industrial laws routinely 
flouted. Bangladesh’s labour ministry reportedly employs just 18 
inspectors to monitor conditions in more than 100,000 factories in Dhaka. 
 
SHODDY WORKPLACE AND RIGHTS OF WORKERS EVERYWHERE 
What the leading newspapers of the world have neglected to say clearly is 
that the conditions of the workers in Bangladesh have been the direct 
result of the new form of sweatshop conditions internationally. The 
Bangladesh Garment Manufactures & Exporters Association (BGMEA) 
emerged as a force within the competitive race to move the production of 
garments to this poor and exploited society. In this race to the bottom, 
Bangladesh had risen to be the world’s second largest garment producer, 
behind China, by giving international investors and their local comprador 
allies a free hand. As in the early industrial era in the United States when 
poor rural women were lured to these factories, today, there are an 
estimated 4 million garment workers, mostly women who toil in conditions 
that were supposed to have been left behind at the end of the last war and 
depression.. 
 
At that historical moment, the ILO was one of the more well-known 
international organizations as it fought for the rights of workers 
internationally to ensure an end to poverty level wages and semi slavery 
working conditions. Since its creation in 1919, the ILO adopted 184 
Conventions that establish standards for a range of workplace issues. 
Today very few workers are aware of these Conventions because the 
discourses about corporate social responsibility turn the rights of workers 
into the arbitrary philanthropic actions employers. This philanthropic 
based approach to the rights of workers finds its echo in the financing of 
international non-governmental organizations to focus on micro credit 
schemes or other efforts that does not document the sweat shop 
conditions Since the era of Thatcherism when there was a total assault on 
the rights of workers, questions of health and safety of workers have been 
replaced by the canard of corporate social responsibility. It is not by 
accident that even in the advanced capitalist countries one of the 
fundamental battles today is to retain the rights of workers to defend their 
standard of living. It is not enough for the top media to lament that ‘the 
severity and frequency of these disasters are an indictment of global 
clothing brands and retailers like.’ 
 
LESSONS FOR THE AFRICAN WORKERS 
Throughout Africa, capitalists have campaigned to roll back the rights of 
workers. One can measure the extent of undemocratic practices in a 
society in relation to the amount of rights that have been retained by the 
working people. The present invasion of Africa by big and small capitalists 
has left shoddy buildings and poor conditions everywhere. One month 
before the building collapse in Bangladesh, there was a building collapse, 
one of the many such collapse in places such as Nigeria, Kenya and 
Tanzania. The construction boom in Africa has been taking place in a 
context where building codes are routinely ignored. 
 
Western democracy experts have focused on narrow issues of elections and 
parliaments without a concomitant analysis of the extent of the erosion of 
rights of working peoples. The removal of basic safety and security of 
workers in order to attract ‘investors’ is part of the current political 



process promoted heavily by the World Bank. The more brutal dictators 
such as Mobutu Sese Seko simply used troops to shoot workers. In the 
aftermath of this form of wanton killings, militias have moved in to ensure 
that mining operations in the Congo are never placed in a situation where 
the miners have the basic rights for good pay and safety. Just as in the 
mines, so it is in the plantations where child labour has returned and the 
questions of occupational health deleted from negotiations. 
 
Capitalist from all corners of the world from Japan and China in the East to 
the USA and Brazil with the Europeans full of experience salivate on the 
super profits to be reaped from the situation in Africa where there is a 
young work force without the protection of the state. The young people of 
Egypt had worked with the April 6 movement to fight for better conditions 
for Egyptian workers and it is this struggle of the Egyptian workers that 
precipitated the revolutionary upsurge which is still lingering in Egypt. 
 
International capitalists are afraid of the kind of political mobilizing in 
Africa that educated the Egyptian population, hence the new pressures to 
present religion and religious allegiances to blunt discussion of the 
conditions of workers. The Bangladesh building collapse brings back the 
question of the rights of workers in all parts of the world. Western 
European planners, in the face of the stirring from below, seek to bring 
discourse about corporate social responsibility, but as the workers in the 
Niger Delta has testified, companies such as Shell Oil are adept at playing 
the game of using the language of corporate social responsibility while 
working with the military and private military contractors to police 
workers. 
 
The experiences of removing the conditions of safety and collective 
bargaining for workers in Africa and Bangladesh have found their way back 
to the United States where the capitalists have been emboldened to 
embark on a massive campaign to strip workers of their rights. This 
blowback can be seen with the public struggles over collective bargaining 
and absence of safety conditions in establishments. The most recent 
example of the massive explosion and fire at the West Fertilizer Plant is 
but one of the most graphic examples where the owners had pushed for 
'Exemption' From Safety Rules and Targeted Workplace Inspections. Over 
the years the OSHA had cited the West Fertilizer Plant for violations of 
respiratory protection standards, but did not issue fines. This is because 
the OHSA has been disempowered in the era of neo-liberalism. These 
capitalists have been pushing for exemptions in Africa and the experience 
of this fire that killed 15 persons in April exposed US citizens to the raging 
fires and unsafe conditions at industrial and oil producing sites all over 
Africa. According to a report in the Huffington Post, ‘By claiming the 
exemption, the company became subject to other, less stringent 
requirements and avoided certain OSHA and Environmental Protection 
Agency rules.’ 
 
It is these less stringent rules that have applied all over the world of poor 
workers so that today most students do not know what OHSA stands for. 
The Occupational Safety and Health Administration Is that body which is 
supposed to inspect establishments to guarantee that the conditions of 
work are safe for those toiling in the place of production. In the aftermath 
of this fire that killed 15 persons and displaced an entire city, readers 
understood that the OHSA had last inspected the plant in 1985. 
 
This kind of exemption which has been adopted by capitalists whether 
from China or the USA dictates that there should be stringent international 
standards about workers at places where there are dangerous chemicals 
and toxins. In every part of the world of the poor, one can see conditions 



where there are no rules relating to the protection of the environment. 
This writer is challenging the young in NGO community to refocus on the 
rights of the working people to build a new politics. 
 
SOLIDARITY ACROSS BORDERS 
Workers all across Africa and their supporters who share a sense of 
solidarity are pushing for the removal of the politicians and corporate 
elements that align with foreign capitalists to establish sweat shop 
conditions. At the moment of decolonization one of the most militant 
fronts had been the working poor. It is this history of organization of the 
workers that has to be brought back so that the struggles of the African 
workers are linked to the struggles of the workers in Bangladesh, China 
and India. The renewed campaign of the workers in Africa can now in the 
short run link up with workers in Brazil, India and China. As one component 
of the BRICS framework, there has been the establishment of a forum to 
support the closer relationship between workers in the BRICS societies. 
African workers, especially the workers of the Congress of South African 
Trade Unions (COSATU) have the necessary social weight to be able to 
challenge the capitalists in South Africa as well as to be a major force in 
this forum of trade unions from the Federative Republic of Brazil, The 
Russian Federation, the Republic of India, the People's Republic of China 
and the Republic of South Africa. This BRICS forum of workers has the 
capability of organizing within a framework of more than 200 million 
organized workers. This framework must be strengthened by the day to 
day struggles to ensure that the kind of accident that took place in 
Bangladesh is a matter of history. 
 
As long as this criminal action is presented as an ‘accident’ and a tragedy, 
then those who profit from the sweatshop conditions will shed crocodile 
tears about the loss of lives. Militant and sustained actions to defend the 
global rights of workers are now on the agenda internationally. The All 
African Trade Union Centers and COSATU should be in the forefront of 
pressing the ILO to mount a clear investigation with the results being 
released to all parts of the world. It is only vigilance and aggressive 
networking internationally that will ensure that the Bangladeshi 
government and manufacturers do not simply make cosmetic changes to 
safety and building standards. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Horace Campbell teaches at Syracuse University in New York. He is the 
author of Global NATO and the Catastrophic Failure in Libya published by 
Monthly Review Press, New York and distributed in the UK by Pambazuka 
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Tunisia: The calm before the storm 

 
 

 
 

CWI reporter in Tunis 9 May 2013 
 
Four students killed in a traffic accident on their way to school, crammed 
as they were at the back of an old pick-up truck driving on a dirt road in a 
terrible state: a tragic and almost anecdotal story, passing almost 
unnoticed, yet illustrating the bitter reality that many Tunisians continue 
to face after the revolution. The investments in road maintenance, in 
public transport and other basic infrastructure have been neglected for 
many years, especially in the marginalized regions of the interior of the 
country. Added to this is the common practice of corrupt officials 
pocketing some of the scarce public funds allocated to regional 



development.  
 
The upper echelons of Tunisian society remain plagued by nepotism, 
privileges and outstanding corruption. Meanwhile life for the majority of 
Tunisian people is only getting worse. The explosion of prices (the current 
rate of real inflation is estimated at 10% by some economists) continues to 
drive down the purchasing power of the workers and poor, while feeding 
the profits of a few speculators who control most of the distribution 
channels.  
 
Social decay  
Accompanying the growing crisis facing the country, symptoms of social 
decay and individual acts of desperation are on the rise. Evidence of this is 
the trivialization of self-immolations. In this matter Tunisia is about to 
break the world record, “competing” only with Tibet on this macabre 
field.  
 
Relying on the widespread social despair and alienation, extreme islamist 
preachers are increasing their calls for recruits to carry on the “jihad” in 
Syria, targeting poor neighborhoods where the thousands of young 
unemployed without a future live, and enriching some “merchants of 
death” in the process, organizers and profiteers of this traffic.  
 
The recipes of the IMF are being imposed in Tunisia, once again  
Far from taking measures to make the life of the masses more bearable, 
the government of the “Troika” is preparing new neo-liberal plans under 
the recommendations of the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank 
and the watchful eyes of the imperialist powers.  
 
An agreement has been reached in principle between the government and 
the IMF, following negotiations kept secret for several weeks. This 
agreement means the IMF will provide a precautionary loan of $ 1.7 billion 
to Tunisia. This loan is to enable the regime to maintain the payment of 
current expenses. The foremost item contained in this expenditure is the 
rayment of existing debt inherited from the Ben Ali: an amount which 
totals three times the health budget, and five times the employment 
budget. This is at a time when hospitals are being strangled by the lack of 
resources and personnel, and unemployment continues its rise towards 
new record heights.  
 
The idea that such a loan will help “supporting Tunisian growth”, as 
officially claimed, is a complete hoax. The long legacy of the IMF policies 
in the region and the more recent examples of Southern European 
countries show where this debt logic and the “painful” conditions attached 
to it invariably lead to: an even greater domination of international 
capital, a choking off growth, and most importantly, a social desert for the 
mass of the population. On the menu will be further spike in commodity 
prices through a reform of government subsidies, tax cuts for big 
businesses, further privatization, slashing of wages, hiring freeze…  
 
The increase in fuel prices introduced in February is a first taste of what 
this plan of attacks will mean. Among others, the Finance Ministry together 
with the IMF have embarked on a comprehensive study of the system of 
public subsidies(these are subsidies on basic items such as bread and fuel) 
and intend to proceed with “structural reforms” in this field. Through 
undermining what remains of a system that allows thousands of Tunisians 
to still hold their heads above water, such reforms are a social time bomb. 
 
New social explosions loom  
Meanwhile, the ministers and their deputies lead a luxurious life far away 



from the concerns of ordinary people. Scandalously, some even wanted to 
introduce a new increase in their wages and allowances -paid 
retrospectively-, while preparing to demand the workers and poor to 
tighten their belts further. Jobless people don’t receive the slightest 
benefit for subsistence, but the vice-president of the National Constituent 
Assembly, Maherzia Laabidi, from Ennahda, is granted a wage of no less 
than 39,000 dinars (nearly 20,000 euros)!  
 
This is further stoking the fires as evidenced by the figures provided by the 
Ministry of Social Affairs that reported that 126 strikes had taken place 
during the first quarter of 2013, 14% up on the same period last year.  
 
The end of April saw a new surge in strikes, with a national strike of the 
magistrates on 17th and 18th April, a general strike in Sidi Thabet on April 
20th (in the region of Ariana, Northwestern Tunisia), a strike of customs 
officers on April 22nd , a strike in the primary education sector on April 
24th, a local general strike in the city of Zaghouan (Northeast) on April 
26th , a bakers’ strike on April 29th and 30th . And May has already started 
with a fuel transport strike on 2, 3 and 4 May.  
 
These strikes are mostly concerned with issues related to status, working 
hours or wages (including the demand to implement gains won in previous 
strikes). The division between economic and political strikes is very quickly 
and regularly crossed.  
 
The teachers -who struck in protest against their poor working conditions 
registered over 90% participation. Notably it had a very political character. 
Outside the headquarters of the union, in Mohamed Ali square, the striking 
teachers were shouting “Yes, we could lose our lives, but Ennahdha will 
eventually be uprooted from our land”. At the end of their gathering, they 
joined the weekly demonstration of the left coalition of the Popular Front, 
organised every Wednesday to demand of the islamist rulers: “Who has 
killed Chokri Belaïd?”.  
 
Deep discredit of the ruling power  
The government is deeply discredited and unpopular. The crushing defeats 
suffered by Ennahda supporters in the elections for the student 
representatives in the faculty councils of the universities in March (UGET, 
the left student union, won 250 seats against 34 for the islamist union of 
UGTE, who are pro-government). Their supporters also suffered a defeat in 
the elections of the Association of Young Lawyers. These are two recent 
and symptomatic examples of a broader climate developing throughout 
society.  
 
Facing widespread discontent, the ruling power has nothing but the 
weapon of repression to curb the rights of expression and silence those 
who are fighting back. Attacks against journalists are on a steady increase 
as are death threats against political opponents and trade unionists. The 
third version of the draft constitution, made public recently, directly 
called into question the right to strike and is clearly aimed at curbing 
union freedoms.  
 
Besides this, there has been a proliferation of political trials, targeting 
young revolutionaries in particular. A whole generation of fighters who 
were at the forefront of the uprising against the regime of Ben Ali is now 
in the dock. Two young grafiti artists from Gabes (on the Eastern coast) 
were facing up to five years in prison for painting: “The poor are living 
dead in Tunisia” on walls. In the end they only received a fine of 100 
dinars, following the popular fury that their sentence aroused. The people 
of the region of Ajim, on the Djerba island, have been on a general strike 



on April 22 in protest against the judgements of the so-called “youth of 
Ajim”: 10 local youths have been sentenced to 10 years in prison for 
burning down a policemans house, which happened during the 
revolutionary events straight after the fall of Ben Ali.  
 
Import of jihadist terrorism into Tunisia?  
Many Tunisians were shocked by the discovery of jihadist training camps in 
the mountainous area of Chaambi in Kasserine (near the Algerian border), 
and by the explosion of anti-personnel mines laid by these same terrorists, 
which injured several soldiers from the Army and the National Guard, some 
of whom have lost limbs. This is hardly surprising though. Although the role 
of Ennahda in these events is not clear at this stage, the current 
government clearly bears the blame in any case: the proliferation of 
jihadism and violent trends of Salafism have been able to act with 
impunity possibly as a result of the complicity of the very people who have 
been running the country for over a year and a half.  
 
In the CWI leaflet distributed at the recent World Social Forum in Tunis, 
we warned against the risk of destabilizing elements of violence becoming 
more prominent in the case of setbacks in the revolutionary process:  
 
“The growing poverty in the slums nourishes the soil from which the Salafis 
and jihadists grow, especially among desperate young people who have 
nothing to lose anymore. The most alienated segments of the population, 
if they don’t see any way out provided by the trade union movement and 
the left, could become prey for reactionary demagogues and ready for all 
sorts of solutions. The only way the working class and the revolutionary 
youth can rally them behind is by creating a powerful national movement 
capable of fighting for the demands of all the oppressed. This involves 
linking the necessary struggle for the defense and expansion of democratic 
rights with the fight on the issues of employment, housing, cost of living, 
... Otherwise, the fall in support for Ennahda could partially benefit the 
Salafists and reactionaries of the like, who could make new inroads among 
sectors of the poor, the excluded and the marginalized, and mobilize them 
against the revolution. The country could slide into a spiral of violence for 
which the masses will pay the price.”  
 
Of course, the working class and the revolutionary youth have so far not 
suffered major defeats; they have unsuspected reserves of strength, and 
have tasted at the experience of overthrowing a dictatorship not so long 
ago. The magnificent response of the Tunisian masses at the assassination 
of the left opponent Chokri Belaïd has given a glimpse of the difficulties 
the ruling class will be confronted to, if they want to pass to more brutal 
methods of repression. For the same reasons, the descent into a civil war-
type situation, along the lines of what happened in Algeria in the 1990’s, is 
not immediately posed. This being said, it would be dangerously mistaken 
to minimize the potential consequences of a failed revolution in the long 
run.  
 
The working class and its organisations  
At the base of society, the will to fight is obvious, expressing itself daily in 
many different ways. The objective conditions for revolution, the 
underlying and aggravating problems of poverty and repression, are clearly 
preparing the ground for new uprisings. Moreover the existence of a 
powerful trade union organization, and of left-wing parties with a 
noticeable influence, is a powerful asset for the continuation of the 
revolution. But for that, they need to be used in an effective way.  
 
The trade union federation, the UGTT, and the Popular Front coalition, are 
the organizations most representative of the layers of Tunisian people who 



made the revolution and who share a common interest in pursuing it to the 
end. Unfortunately the potential that these forces represent is not 
exploited as it could and should be.  
 
The national trade union bureaucracy is de facto blocking the prospect of a 
determined and united confrontation with the ruling power, and leaves the 
regions, the localities and the various sectors fighting on their own, 
isolated from each other. Futile calls for “national dialogue”, again 
reiterated by the Secretary General of the UGTT, Hassine Abassi, on 
Mayday, replace the vital and urgent call for a unified struggle across the 
country aimed at bringing down the Troika regime, and at pursuing firm 
and decisive revolutionary mobilizations until victory is achieved.  
 
The Popular Front represents a potentially vital vehicle for rebuilding 
political representation for the revolution, the working class and the 
oppressed. But some bitterness is legitimately palpable among many of its 
supporters and grassroots activists, because of the lack of a serious lead 
given by the Front’s leadership, and the absence of serious industrial 
demands being formulated since the successful general strike of February 
8. Between a resolutely revolutionary policy, encouraged by many rank-
and-file activists, and the choice of an essentially reformist and 
institutional outlook, respecting the rules posed by the capitalist State –
which is the road followed by most of the coalition’s leaders- the Front is 
at a crossroads.  
 
As the CWI has warned more than once, if the Popular Front does not 
urgently adopt a bold strategic plan, based on clear socialist policies, 
organising the struggle of the working masses for overthrowing the 
Ennahda regime and for taking power, the momentum built around it could 
be lost. The danger of a certain political softening (ie a shift to the right 
and the search for compromises with non-working class forces), may 
surface in a more explicit way.  
 
In particular, it is vital that the Front keeps a total political independence 
from all the pro-business forces who advocate the “sacred union” against 
the Islamists to better deflect the attention away from the class war in 
progress in the country. The history of the entire region is bound up with 
catastrophic revolutionary defeats because the left submerged itself in 
treacherous alliances with national bourgeois forces. The rallying to the 
Popular Front of the “El Shaab” movement, for example, is not a good 
sign. The statement by its Secretary General, recently announcing that the 
Popular Front represents the “hope of achieving the objectives of the 
revolution, namely: justice, democracy and productivity” (!) is a serious 
departure from what the vast majority of activists, trade unionists, youth, 
the unemployed, members or supporters of the Front, are actually fighting 
for.  
 
More than ever, the Popular Front needs to adopt a clear and offensive 
revolutionary program. A program that:  
 
1) Fights uncompromisingly for full democratic rights, for the right to 
protest, assemble and strike, for the end of the state of emergency, for an 
immediate end to political trials and police brutality.  
 
2) Clearly argues for a sustained struggle until the fall of the present 
regime. This could start with a call for a new general strike, supported by 
strong protests and mobilizations all across the country. This should not be 
a “one-off operation” without a future as it happened on February 8, but 
the starting point of an unabated struggle deploying the full power of the 
organized working class, until the Ennahda-led government (and its expired 



and non-representative Constituent Assembly) is brought down once and 
for all.  
 
3) Calls on the implementation of radical economic measures such as:  
 
-The occupation of industrial sites threatened with closure, layoffs or 
relocation, and their expropriation and nationalization under the 
democratic control of the workers;  
 
The full and unconditional refusal of payment of the debt, and the 
preparation of a vast campaign of agitation and mobilization to engage a 
war against the plans of the IMF;  
-The introduction of a sliding scale of the wages and the immediate 
opening of the books of all major distribution companies;  
 
-The nationalization, under the control of the workers and the community, 
of the banks and major industries, and the introduction of a State 
monopoly on foreign trade;  
 
-The introduction of a mass plan of public investment in infrastructure 
projects (roads, hospitals, public lighting, green areas, leisure centers for 
young people, etc), in order to provide jobs to the unemployed and to end 
the marginalization of the regions;  
 
-The introduction of a 38h/working week without loss of pay in all sectors.  
 
3) Encourages, wherever it’s possible, the setting up of collective 
structures of organization, at the level of the workplaces, neighborhoods, 
villages, schools and universities: grassroots committees of action 
composed of democratically-elected and fighting delegates, in order to 
coordinate the struggle of the masses at every level. Collective bodies of 
self-defense also urgently need to be organised, to counter the violence of 
the militias and the repression of the State machine. This should be 
combined with class appeals towards the ranks of the armed forces, 
especially towards conscript soldiers.  
 
4) Popularizes the necessity of a revolutionary government composed of 
genuine representatives of the key actors of the revolution: the workers, 
the revolutionary youth, the unemployed and the poor peasants, and their 
associated organisations. The call for a “Congress of Salvation” initiated by 
the Popular Front, understood in this way, would then take its full 
meaning: a revolutionary Congress, made up of elected delegates directly 
coming from the living forces of the revolution from all over the country, 
erecting its own power, and challenging the existing regime and all its 
appendages.  
 
Ultimately, the viability of such a power would depend upon the 
realization of a program which can encapsulate the support of the 
majority, in Tunisia as well as internationally. Only a democratic and 
socialist planned economy can achieve this. This is the program that the 
supporters of the CWI in Tunisia, active in the League of the Workers’ Left 
(LGO), itself part of the Popular Front, will continue to defend in the 
present and coming struggles.  
http://www.socialistworld.net/doc/6299 

 

Pakistan: General elections held amid political turmoil 

 



 
 
 

Big landlords, capitalists and influential families are calling the shots 
Khalid Bhatti, SMP (CWI Pakistan), Lahore 8 May 2013 
 
In the electoral politics of Pakistan, the political parties, ideology and 
programme matters little in the final outcome of the elections. In the big 
cities, the political parties enjoy some clout and their vote plays a decisive 
role but in the small cities, towns and rural areas the feudal lords, rich 
individuals and influential families call the shots. The constituency based 
politics centers around 300 big influential families plus another 1000 
families allied to them. There are around 5 to 10 influential families which 
decide the fate of the constituency. They have no permanent ideology or 
political affiliations. They change their loyalty according to the situation. 
They have a history to change loyalties overnight. They have only one aim 
and that is to protect their own interests and maintain control in their 
respective areas. In many areas, the different members of the same family 
contest elections against each other under the banner of different political 
parties.  
 
Pakistan has a total electorate of 85.4 million, of which 60 million are 
rural voters and 25 million are urban. If the past nine elections are any 
guide, around 50 million will not even turn out to vote. Of the 36 million 
who will come out to vote, no more than 10 million will be from urban 
areas and 26 million from the rural areas. There are 272 national assembly 
seats up for grab in the direct elections, while 60 seats are reserved for 
women and 10 seats for religious minorities which will be given on the 
basis of proportional representation to the different parties according to 
the votes they get. Out of 272 seats, 190 are rural seats which will not be 
decided on the basis of party, programme, and ideology but on the basis of 
clan, tribe, individual and family influence, money and local groupings. In 
rural areas, people do not vote individually but in blocks. In villages, the 
elders of different clans and tribes decide to which candidate there clan 
and tribe is going to vote. Money, local patronage and influence play key 
role in these decisions. The poor people, landless peasants and small 
farmers can not decide independently or individually for whom they will 
vote. They will have to follow the orders of the local feudal lord, tribal 
chief, rich and influential family and local police officials. The majority of 
feudal dominated rural population in rural Sindh, Baluchistan and in South 
Punjab can not exercise their right of vote in a democratic, open and 
transparent way. Even in central Punjab, which is somewhat free from the 
clutches of feudalism, the rural poor find it difficult to oppose the rich and 
influential candidates in their respective areas.  
 
Votes for sale  
The main stream political parties like PML-N, PPP, PTI and others nominate 
the strong candidates belonging to the feudal and capitalist families. This 
election is no different. There was a stiff competition before the 
nomination of candidates to win over as many as of the candidates as 
possible to their party party. PML-N was the major beneficiary of this 
movement of candidates as it won over more than 60 parliamentarians of 
different parties across the country and now these strong candidates are 
standing on a PML-N platform. All these candidates belong to the rural 
constituencies. The PPP won over nearly two dozen such candidates and 
PTI which claims to be a party of change has won over more than 50 such 
candidates. Most of the seats which PTI expected to win are rural 
constituencies. PTI expected to win around 10 seats from feudal 
dominated South Punjab, the reason for this is that big influential feudal 
lords have joined the PTI and winning elections because of their own 
influence. These feudal lords and super rich industrialists in the past have 
won elections from the platform of other parties. The same applies to 
PML-N in South Punjab, in three districts of South Punjab namely 



Khanewal, Jhang and Muzafar Gar, PML-N failed to won a single seat in the 
last elections but now PML-N is expected to win 12 out of 15 seats from 
these districts. The reason is simple, all the candidates who won the last 
elections on the platform of different parties have left them and joined 
PML-N. The PPP in Sindh province has done the same; it won over the 
strong feudal lords who have been opposing the PPP for last 40 years. They 
have won previous elections on an anti-PPP Platform parties in Sindh but 
this time they choose to run for PPP.  
 
Many of these so-called candidates have many times publicly said that they 
do not need any political parties to win the elections but rather political 
parties need them to win elections. One such candidate from Sindh has so 
far swapped party political allegiance six times in last six elections! In 
many rural constituencies the contest is not between the political parties 
but between the personalities and groupings. There are feudal families in 
Pakistan who dominate the whole districts and family members of a 
certain family contest elections on all the seats of their respective district. 
 
In the rural areas of Central Punjab, money determines the outcome of 
elections as the rich candidates buy the votes of poor people and 
sometimes those of the whole village or clan. The political parties prefer 
super rich candidates because they can spend money to buy and attract 
votes. There are more than 70 such candidates contesting elections from 
different parties just on the basis of their wealth. They have no vision, 
programme and ideology but have a lot of money to spend. Their method 
of election campaigning is different from the rest. They hire unemployed 
youth and provide vehicles, offices and money to run the campaign. They 
openly offer poor families money in return for their votes. This practice 
has become a norm in last two decades. No political party has resisted this 
practice but instead they encouraged candidates to do so.  
 
Even the candidates of so-called party of “change and revolution” PTI are 
using the same tactics to win over the poor voters.  
 
Election will change nothing for poor and the working class  
This election is not going to bring any substantial change in the lives of the 
millions of peasants and rural poor whoever won the elections. The 
candidates of mainstream political parties and independents belong to the 
same class and they have same class interests to super exploit the masses. 
In some constituencies, there might be new faces come up but belonging 
to the same feudal elite. The peasants and rural poor have no real choice 
between the candidates. The choice is to choose one or the other 
oppressor. The majority of the rural masses still living without the 
education and health facilities, clean drinking water is a luxury and they 
still live in the 18th century living conditions. There is no decent housing, 
transport and employment for them. In many areas in Sindh and South 
Punjab, the animals and humans drink the same dirty water from the same 
ponds. The feudal and capitalist elite has failed to improve the living 
standards and lives of oppressed masses.  
 
The weakening of the peasant and small farmers organizations over the 
years has further strengthen these feudal lords and capitalists. The 
peasant movement was very strong in late 1960s and 1970s and in many 
areas it challenged the political hegemony of these feudal and influential 
families. In some areas, these organizations evens conducted arm struggle 
in 1970s against the local feudal lords. These organizations were affiliated 
either with PPP or with left organizations. The collapse of Stalinism and 
PPP’s move to the right paved the way for the collapse of peasant 
movement in the country. The peasantry and rural workers want to change 
this situation. They want to break the shackles of feudalism and slavery. 



They have been forced to live below the dignity of human life and treated 
as slaves. The rural masses wanted to bring change but they are not 
organized. What is needed at the moment is to organize the peasantry and 
build a strong peasant movement in the rural areas and link it with the 
workers movement in the urban centers. There used to be a strong link 
between the workers movement in the cities and peasant movement in the 
rural areas. This link had been broken. The working masses in rural areas 
need a political alternative to further their struggle. The working class and 
peasants needs their own political voice and platform to challenge and 
bring an end to the game of musical chairs played by the feudal lords and 
capitalists they call elections.  
www.socialistworld.net 
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Gary K Busch First Published in Pambazuka 7 May 2013 
 
With the violent overthrow of democratically elected President Gbagbo, 
Ivory Coast has reverted to its old status of a French colony in fact. The 
hands of French, Western and UN officials drip with the blood of Ivorians 
President Ouattara has been forced by the need to hold some form of 
plebiscite to demonstrate that his French-imposed presidency of the 
country has some legitimacy in the Ivory Coast. He has just held municipal 
and local elections throughout the country which pitted his coalition (RDR 
and the PDCI) against nobody, as the FPI (the ex-Gbagbo party) opposition 
has boycotted this sham of an election. With a turnout of below 30 percent 
the unopposed candidates won. Ouattara and his French puppet-masters 
call this a victory. To the rest of the world this pathetic effort at political 
tumescence is the failure and disappointment that everyone expected and 
awaited. 
 
The problem which plagues Ouattara and his cast of rebel rogues is that 
they do not have any legitimacy. The last election showed that they could 
not command a majority of the nation’s voters and reverted to electoral 
fraud and the vicious murder of thousands of Ivoirians by the French and 
UN helicopters which mowed down people without regard to their 
innocence and distance from any military activity in the name of the 
‘international community’. They were aided by Dozo irregulars (tribal 
hunters) who were empowered, armed and protected as they killed their 
way across the West and centre of the Ivory Coast. The aftermath of this 
French-imposed rebel victory was the destruction of the lives and 
livelihoods of innocent Ivoirians who happened to be from non-Northern, 
non-Muslim ethnic groups. For almost a year and half the residents of areas 
like Youpogon in Abidjan could not walk their own streets without being 
afraid of robbery, violence, arrest and murder by the new Ouattara forces 
who spoke only in Malinke or Dioula. Those who didn’t speak these 
languages were considered fair game and unprotectable by any forces of 
law and order. 
 
Since 2002 Ivory Coast has been divided by a rebellion which divided the 
country in two. This was a scheme devised by the French at the supposed 
‘peace process’ at Linas-Marcoussis and has been enforced by the French 
Army ever since. It was not just a political separation; it was a religious 
and ethnic divide as well. The French Army separated the rebel North from 
the South and effectively divided the country along ethnic lines. The 
French, and later the United Nations, moved in to maintain this division 
and to protect the rebels from the wrath of the legitimately elected 



government of Gbagbo.  
 
There is no way of understanding what has happened to the Ivory Coast 
without understanding the key role of the French in dividing the country 
and supporting the rebellion for over twelve years. The French defended 
their extensive economic interests in the country and were happy to 
murder and pillage the Ivory Coast citizens; to assist in stealing their 
lands; take back monopoly control of its industries and financial centres 
for French business; destroy its Air Force; plot coups and assaults against 
the Gbagbo government; force Gbagbo to accept the illiterate and 
incompetent rebels as Cabinet members; rig the elections and jail 
thousands of patriots, including the president, who is currently at The 
Hague defending himself against claims of a crime against humanity. Other 
than eating African babies it is hard to imagine anything else the French 
could not have done to the country. 
 
The reasons for the continuance of French dominance of the Ivory Coast 
are easy to see. The root cause of this situation is the French Françafrique 
policy towards Africa; its neo-colonial activities which have blighted Ivory 
Coast democracy for decades. The French never actually gave up owning 
and controlling the Ivory Coast even after it had achieved ‘flag 
independence’; having a flag, a national anthem, a seat in the UN and a 
football team. The Pacte Coloniale, which had tethered the economy, 
trade, finance and military structures to France was carried out in every 
Ivoirian ministry, bank and institution by the hundreds of French nationals 
sent to the Ivory Coast as ‘advisors’ under the French Ministry of Co-
operation. In some ministries there was one Frenchman for every Ivoirian. 
Ivoirian sovereignty was demeaned by the presence of the French ‘co-
operants’ who made many of the actual decisions in running the country. 
French soldiers and police were based in the Ivory Coast and were 
responsible for the training, equipping and deployment of the Ivory Coast 
forces; indeed they were also responsible for the promotions given to 
Ivoirian officers. To this day the French Treasury continues to control the 
Ivory Coast currency, its capital reserves and its trade and investment 
policies. The French Army continues to control the rebel mob of half-
trained soldiers and ‘Dozos’ which make up the Ouattara Army, its 
equipment, its training and its deployment. The French business 
community dominates almost every aspect of the national economy, even 
the oil industry and the cocoa industry where it shares its presence with a 
limited number of overseas companies. Other than those they maintain a 
monopoly in transport, water, electricity and ports and control most of the 
international commerce in Ivory Coast products and imports. There are 
hundreds of French administrators standing alongside Ivorian civil servants, 
‘guiding’ their decisions. 
 
It was only the government of the FPI, led by President Gbagbo, who tried 
to loosen the French reins on the country. When the FPI government of 
Gbagbo, the democratically elected president, took office after the period 
of military rule by Guei, there was hope among the people of the country 
that the economy would improve; that medical and social programs would 
be reinstated; that the budget would be diverted back from military 
expenditures to civilian programs; that the needed reinstatement of the 
infrastructure would be undertaken; that a fair system of electoral reform 
and citizenship would be undertaken to correct the xenophobia of Bedie’s 
and Guei’s periods in power. 
 
One of the reasons for the French unhappiness with Gbagbo was that he 
refused to carry on with the political corruption prevalent and promoted 
by the French. The country was virtually out of fuel. The director of the 
S.I.R (Société Ivoirienne de Raffinage) had emptied the reserves of the 



country’s energy coffers. He fled to France where he was offered 
sanctuary and immunity for his theft by the French. There was no fuel and 
no money to buy fuel. The representative of Total-Elf visited Gbagbo's 
office with the French ambassador and said that they had two ships 
standing by off the Ivory Coast ports which they could offer to Gbagbo. All 
they wanted in return was the country’s only oil refinery which they would 
purchase for one symbolic franc. The French would then operate the 
refinery as it wished, using the high-priced oil Total would supply, and set 
the prices for the domestic market. They brought a bag full of money for 
Gbagbo. He ordered them out of his office and told them not to forget the 
bag of money they had left. A similar exchange took place with the French 
cocoa entrepreneurs. 
 
The same was true for the Companie Eléctricité Ivoirienne , the national 
power company. The contract with the CIE was due for renewal in early 
2004 and the French operator (SAUR) demanded the right to continue to 
operate the national electricity grid in the way in which they had been 
operating previously. The Ivory Coast government consumed about 170 
billion CFA francs (about 260 € million) a year. The French would supply 
overpriced gas to the ABB Azito gas power plant as their rent on the power 
station and grid but would charge everyone else hefty fees for power. 
Additionally, these fees were not to be taxed as revenue to the operators 
but remitted directly to them. There was no value added to the national 
economy, no amortisation of the debt incurred in building the stations and 
the grid and with no control over the prices. Gbagbo and his ministers said 
that this was unreasonable and promised that when the current contract 
ran out it would be open for international tender. The French were 
fuming. 
 
The French (Bouygues) had agreed with President Bedie in 1999 to build a 
new bridge in Abidjan. The price agreed was 120 billion CFA francs (183€ 
million) or 200 billion if it were to be a bridge with an upper and lower 
level. When Gbagbo took office he was appalled at this impending gross 
overspend and cancelled the contract. When Gbagbo was in China the 
Chinese said they could do it for 60 billion (for an upper and lower bridge) 
and they were given the contract in May 2002. The French were furious but 
could only continue to plot against Gbagbo. There were many similar 
conflicts in which Gbagbo tried to open the Ivory Coast to international 
tenders. 
 
The French met in Ouagadougou with Blaise Campaore and Ouattara who 
had fled to sanctuary in the French Embassy when the rebellion started. 
They decided that they would take advantage of a visit of Gbagbo to Rome 
and prepared for a coup – the first of many. When Gbagbo travelled 
overseas, the French plotters saw their opportunity. On the Wednesday, 
September 2002, when the rebellion began, there were about 650 rebels 
holed up in Bouake. These were Guei appointees who had been purged 
from the Army. They had little equipment and ammunition, as they had 
expected a conflict of no more than five days. President Gbagbo was in 
Rome, meeting the Pope and the rebels felt sure that the coup could take 
place quickly with the President out of the country. 
 
Fortunately for Gbagbo, his loyalist Army was led by his Minister of 
Defence, Moise Lida Kouassi; a former cellmate of Gbagbo’s when they had 
been jailed earlier, under Houphouet-Boigny, by his Prime Minister 
Alassane Ouattara. The internal security was in the hands of another 
cellmate, the Minister of the Interior, Emile Boga Doudou. As the coup 
began in the second largest town, Bouake, the loyalist troops under Lida 
Kouassi responded. They were able to surround the rebels, trapping them 
in the city, and killing about 320 of them. They were positioned for a final 



onslaught on the remaining 330 rebels but were suddenly stopped by the 
French commander of the body of French troops stationed in the Ivory 
Coast. He demanded a delay of 48 hours to evacuate the French nationals 
and some US personnel in the town. Gbagbo’s army demanded to be 
allowed to attack Bouake to put down the rebels but the French insisted 
on the delay. As soon as there was a delay, the French dropped French 
parachutists into Bouake who took up positions alongside the rebels. This 
made it impossible for the loyalist troops to attack without killing a lot of 
Frenchmen at the same time. 
 
During those 48 hours the French military command chartered three 
Antonov-12 aircraft, one of which picked up a load of weapons in 
Franceville in Gabon; military supplies stocked by the French in Central 
Africa. Two of the other planes had started their journey in Durban where 
Ukrainian equipment and military personnel were loaded on board. The 
chartered planes flew to Nimba County, Liberia (on the Ivory Coast border) 
and then on to the rebel areas in Ivory Coast (Bouake and Korhogo) where 
they were handed to the rebels. Busloads of Burkinabe troops (supplied at 
a price by Blaise Campaore) were transported from Burkina Faso to 
Korhogo dressed in civilian clothes where they were equipped with the 
military supplies brought in by the French from Central Africa and the 
Ukraine. 
 
All of a sudden there were 2,500 fully armed soldiers on the rebel side as 
mercenaries from Liberia and Sierra Leone were also brought in by the 
same planes as well. They were equipped with Kalashnikovs and other bloc 
equipment which was never part of the Ivory Coast arsenal. France 
supplied sophisticated communications equipment as well. Once the rebels 
were rearmed and equipped, the French gradually withdrew, leaving 
operational control to the Eastern European mercenaries who directed the 
rebels in co-ordination with the French headquarters at Yamoussoukro. 
 
The fact that the French had intervened to bring about the success of 
creating a rebel force was not really news for Africa. France has had a long 
track record of supporting similar violent rebellions in Africa. During and 
after the genocide unleashed in Rwanda during April 1994, France was 
shown to have played a similar role in this horrendous crime, which caused 
the deaths of at least 800,000 people. Belgium, France and the United 
Nations knew in advance that preparations were being made to 
exterminate the Tutsi minority in Rwanda, and did nothing to prevent it. 
The French government, which kept the Hutu-led government in power, 
protected the killers and supplied them with weapons while the massacres 
were in progress. ‘Operation Amaryllis’, the French code name for the 
evacuation of European civilians in Rwanda in 1994, also organized the 
removal to France of Hutu ‘extremists’ centrally involved in the genocide. 
At the same time the French military refused to evacuate Tutsi employees 
of the French embassy in Kigali, who faced extermination. A second 
evacuation, ‘Operation Turquoise,’ was mounted later, as the RPF (Tutsi) 
offensive was on the brink of taking power, to bring the Hutu Rwandan 
government and military leaders to safety in France while French officers 
managed the ‘transition’ to RPF rule. The French armed the Hutu militias 
for a period of ten days after the genocide began and intervened to 
protect the Hutu military when it was endangered. It supervised the 
removal of the Interahamwe to the Democratic Republic of the Congo 
where they continued their depredations. Thousands more Africans were 
murdered earlier in the suppression of the English-speaking population of 
the South Cameroons; including the poisoning of the Cameroonian 
President Félix-Roland Moumié in 1960 by the French government-
sponsored terrorist group ‘Red Hand’ whose agent slipped thorium into the 
president’s cocktail in Geneva. 



 
The French demanded that the United Nations peacekeeping forces be 
activated to maintain the safety of the rebels in their Northern section of 
the country and to relieve the French of some of its financial burdens of 
empire. They asked for the provision of West African ECOMOG forces to 
come to the Ivory Coast to serve as peacekeepers. However, this African 
‘peacekeeping’ was designed to be the preserve of francophone countries, 
primarily Senegal. These francophone countries are under the direct or 
indirect control of the French army. Their officers are trained in France or 
by French soldiers in the country. Their armament and supplies come from 
France and are supplied on credits from the French Treasury. Their foreign 
intelligence and military communications systems, and quite often their 
transport systems, are run by French officers. They are, to all extents, a 
black French surrogate military forces. They offered little succour to the 
Ivory Coast patriots but spread the costs of their occupation to the UN. 
Despite having lost the rebellion, the French created a northern rebel 
state whose borders were patrolled by French and françafrique soldiers 
and who were financed by the ‘international community’. 
 
Perhaps the most devastating effect of the rebellion was the reaction of 
the French and the international community to the division of the country. 
In an effort to restore order and constitutional rule the treaties signed in 
Linas-Marcoussis, Accra, Pretoria and Ouagadougou were designed to 
restore peace and order in the Ivory Coast; all enshrined the notion of 
condominium. That is, the international community insisted that the Prime 
Minister step down and be replaced by an appointee chosen by them and 
that there were Cabinet posts reserved for the ministers appointed by the 
rebel political parties. Gbagbo and the FPI, who had been democratically 
elected in 2000, had to accept a prime minister not of their choosing and a 
Cabinet made up, in part, by rebels. 
 
These new Cabinet ministers demanded large salaries, cars and jobs in 
their ministries for their friends and families. No notion of competence or 
training was used in the selection of the new Cabinet ministers. Only that 
they were chosen by the rebel bands. In fact, few actually showed up to 
work. The civil administration of the country was incoherent and 
conflicted as the national interest took second place to the demands of 
rival Cabinet ministers. The FPI was effectively stymied by internal dissent 
from a Prime Minister who refused to obey the wishes of the President and 
the National Assembly and a Cabinet which refused to obey any rule other 
than the Law of the Jungle. 
 
On 29 February 2004 the UN Security Council agreed to send a 
peacekeeping force of more than 6,000 troops to Cote d'Ivoire to supervise 
the disarmament of rebel forces and to prepare for the presidential 
elections due in October 2005. 
 
After a long period of delay, the ministers from the New Forces took their 
place in the Cabinet. The violence continued. The post-war violence was 
not much different than the violence perpetrated during the conflict, 
except that the French and UN helicopter gunships and tanks were not 
then being used. According to Guillaume Ngefa, the acting human rights 
chief in the UN Operation in Côte d'Ivoire (UNOCI) ‘Violations committed 
include proven cases of summary, extrajudicial executions, illegal arrests 
and detention, the freeing of people in return for cash, extortion, and 
criminal rackets against numerous drivers.’ There were 26 extrajudicial 
executions documented by the UN in Côte d'Ivoire in just one week, 
including that of a 17-month-old baby; over a hundred other human rights 
abuses were perpetrated in a single month by the FRCI. This is not only in 
the military fiefdoms operated by these tin pot warlords in the North since 



their rebellion in 2002, but in the heart of Abidjan itself. 
 
Mr Ngefa also voiced concern at violent clashes between the army and 
young villagers in several areas, denouncing ‘acts of intimidation, 
extortion and numerous obstacles to free movement committed by army 
elements.’ Citing cruel and inhuman treatment and violation of property 
rights, he said similar abuses had also been perpetrated against ethnic 
groups, such as the Bété, Bakwé, Attié and Ebrié. People are being 
attacked, robbed and killed for their tribal identity. This is what the UN 
and France have achieved. 
 
What did they expect? The rebels who separated the North from the South 
of the country after their 2002 rebellion were not regular soldiers. There 
were less than 1,250 regular soldiers in the New Forces which morphed, by 
decree, into the FRCI. These rebel troops were shoemakers, porters, 
rubbish collectors, itinerant labourers. They were joined by experienced 
mercenaries from the wars in Sierra Leone and Liberia who showed them 
how to run these rackets. At the time of the rebellion all the civil servants, 
educators, doctors and the other members of the professional class fled 
from the North. The poor farmers who were left there paid no taxes, no 
rents, no customs fees, and no services to the central government. They 
paid these only to their local rebel commanders. They are still paying 
these to their local commanders. Only now, this corrupt and vicious system 
spread to cover the whole of the Ivory Coast when this malignant northern 
scum was allowed to take over power in the South and the municipalities. 
 
Many of the Liberians fighting in the Ivory Coast went home when Charles 
Taylor fled Liberia. This left a power vacuum among the rebels. They 
started fighting among themselves and several leaders were murdered. 
There was a minor civil war going on among the rebels, with each faction 
blaming the French for not protecting them. In May 2004, the UN found 
mass graves of the rebels in the northern town of Korhogo. Later there 
were gun battles between rival rebel factions which left 22 people dead in 
Korhogo and the central town of Bouake. These firefights began with a 
late-night attack on June 20 by ‘heavily-armed elements’ on a convoy 
travelling from Burkina Faso to Korhogo carrying rebel leader Guillaume 
Soro. The violence in June followed what forces loyal to rebel leader 
Guillaume Soro described as an assassination attempt, when they blew up 
his plane. This they blamed on his Paris-based rival Ibrahim Coulibaly, 
known as IB. Internecine warfare spread across the rebel-held areas as 
rival warlords fought for turf. The French were unable to reassert control 
for a lengthy period. 
 
The internecine warfare by the rebels had a spill over effect on the 
government of Gbagbo. The rebel bands were not controlled by the French 
and often attacked the villages and military bases of the loyalist Gbagbo 
forces of the South. With the French unable to control them, these 
factions of rebels escalated their attacks on the South. Finally, with the 
arrival of the ECOMOG forces the French gradually reasserted its control of 
the rebel movements. France made clear that its 4,000 troops in Cote 
d'Ivoire would not become part of the UN peacekeeping force. The French 
soldiers kept the peace and everything else they could find to steal. 
Twelve French soldiers on peacekeeping duties in Ivory Coast were 
arrested in connection with a bank theft there in September 2004. The 
troops had been assigned to protect a branch of the Central Bank of West 
African States (BCEAO). They were charged with stealing $120,000 
(100,000 Euros). They were tried and found guilty in a French court. This 
was not a unique case of the French soldiers stealing in the North. There 
were several cases of rape and a few murders which involved French 
soldiers on their own or in concert with rebel bands. Several were tried 



and sentenced in France. There are several contemporary videos 
circulated in the Ivory Coast which show the French military complicity in 
the torture and killing of Ivoirian citizens. 
 
These raids by the Northern rebels against the southern and western towns 
and villagers were an open defiance of the rebel agreement to disarm. In 
several international meetings the rebels had committed themselves to a 
program of disarmament. Disarmament was crucial to resolving the issues 
which divided north from south. The rebels refused to disarm and the 
French condoned this. 
 
When the pressures became too strong the Ivory Coast Government 
attempted to curtail the wildest excesses of the rebels. In retaliation, the 
French troops seized the airport; shot down the nation’s air force and 
attempted to march on the Presidential palace to capture Gbagbo. The 
citizens of Abidjan rallied at the Hotel Ivoire, on the way to the 
President’s house, empty-handed to try and present the French from 
attacking the Presidential palace. On November 6, 2004 the French 
peacekeepers opened fire on unarmed Ivoirians from tanks and armoured 
cars. There are several contemporary videos of this barbarity available on 
You Tube. The most comprehensive are 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eiBGEJs3G3g and 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5A4l3xg-jvE The second shows the role 
of French snipers on the upper floor of the hotel. Sixty-four Africans were 
killed and 1,300 wounded. This was all planned in advance as can be seen 
by the positioning of snipers in the upper rooms. 
 
A colonel of the Ivorian gendarmerie affirmed that French forces on 
November 9 fired directly and without warning upon the crowd of 
protestors gathered in front of the Hotel Ivoire in Abidjan. Colonel Georges 
Guiai Bi Poin, who was in charge of a contingent of Ivorian gendarmes 
dispatched to control the crowd and coordinate with the French troops, 
says that the order to fire came from the commander of the latter, colonel 
D'Estremon. Colonel Gaia Bi Point is quoted saying: ‘French troops fired 
directly into the crowd. They opened fire on the orders of their chief 
Colonel D'Estremon, without warning.’ ‘Not one of my men fired a shot,’ 
he said. ‘There were no shots from the crowd. None of the demonstrators 
was armed -- not even with sticks, or knives or rocks.’ 
 
The commentary from the ‘international community’ was muted and 
circumspect. Here, a Western country with a seat on the UN Security 
Council shot down another nation’s air force and slaughtered its citizens in 
cold blood and there was barely a ripple from Western commentators. 
Their next step was to demand that the Ivory Coast dissolve its National 
Assembly. This was a suggestion by Obasanjo of Nigeria. The UN agreed. 
However, the Ivoirians resisted and began to confront the UN 
‘peacekeepers. The UN relented. 
 
The question to be asked is how in the 21st century could such a policy of 
murder and mayhem be conducted by a Western government against 
unarmed Africans in the name of the ‘international community’? It was 
clear that the Ivoirian citizens did not agree to be dominated and 
murdered by the French and other peacekeepers. The response of the 
international community was even more frightful, disturbing and ominous. 
The rebellion was sustained in the Muslim north of the Ivory Coast by the 
installation of the UN of almost exclusively Muslim peacekeepers from 
Pakistan, Bangladesh, Morocco and Jordan. To this day the prevalence of 
Muslim peacekeepers is overwhelming. 
 
The Muslim rebels are hosts to a UN force composed almost exclusively by 



Muslim UN peacekeepers and these same peacekeepers are now in the 
South as well. The ostensible reason for the original rebellion was that 
Muslims were not being considered equal citizens in the country. This was 
not a religious issue; it was a cultural one as well as presenting a danger 
from the large groups of radicalised jihadists incorporated in these 
peacekeeping troops. Fundamentalism is not their only virtue. In addition 
to the 18 other French peacekeepers who were tried and convicted in 
French courts for rape, murder, theft, bank robbery and intimidation in 
the Ivory Coast there were scores of other UN peacekeepers indicted for 
similar crimes in the Ivory Coast and elsewhere in Africa. In 2003 UN 
peacekeepers were repatriated for abuse in Burundi; scores of UN troops 
were censured for sexual abuse in the Sudan; there were even more in the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo and Liberia; and there were similar 
accusations and trials which were underway in the Ivory Coast at the time 
of Gbagbo’s ouster. The United Nations is not now, nor has it ever been, a 
neutral presence in the countries in which it operates;’ nor have they 
proved themselves to be more than just another army living off the locals 
with impunity. 
 
In the wake of the civil disturbances created by this massacre of civilians 
and the Ivoirians rally against the proposed destruction of the National 
Assembly the French decided that they might do better by planning a 
coup, ostensibly led by Africans. Among some communication intercepts by 
Ivory Coast intelligence a recording was made of a contemporary report 
outlining the French plans for such a coup and the active participation of 
Ouattara and Blaise Campaore. 
 
They decided to promote a coup in Abidjan on 22-33 March 2006. 
According to intelligence reports, the planning for this went back a long 
way. There was a meeting held on Sunday 10/10/2004, in the village hall 
of the town hall of Korhogo from 09h30 to 12h45. Present at this meeting 
were the Presidents of Burkina Faso and Mali (Blaise Compaore and 
Amadou Toumani Toure). Also present was the head of the Rebel Forces 
and President of the RDR, Allassane Dramane Ouattara. The French were 
represented by Philippe Pouchet (as Chirac’s spokesman) as well as Adama 
Tounkara, mayor of Abobo; Issouf Sylla, mayor of Adjamé; Issa Diakite, 
Kandia Camara, George Koffi and Morou Ouattara. 
 
Alassane Ouattara opened the meeting and introduced Pouchet. He said 
that he had come directly from Chirac with the message that ‘ADO 
(Ouattara) your son and brother will be President of the Republic of Côte 
d`Ivoire before the elections of 2005.’ Chirac has promised ‘There will be 
no disarmament in Côte d`Ivoire without our agreement. It is necessary 
that the agreements of ACCRA III are voted on before they can insist on 
disarmament. All France and Jacques Chirac support ADO to lead him to 
taking power in five months; that is, in March. We have recruited 
mercenaries who are currently in training in Mali and in Burkina Faso. In 
March we will lead ADO to power with the assistance of the mercenaries 
who are in training with Burkinabé officers and Malians. Our objective it is 
to put ADO in power’. ‘I shall come again in December, with President 
Campaore, and will introduce you to the mercenaries. Ouattara will return 
in March to take power.’ 
 
The next speaker was Blaise Campaore, the President of Burkina Faso, who 
thanked Pouchet and Chirac. He criticized the Ivory Coast Government for 
ignoring the rights of Ouattara and said ‘It is my name which spoiled in this 
business. In Burkina my officers are doing remarkable work with the 
mercenaries to make them ready. I support you. We are moving to put 
things in place from there for you. Do not be afraid; we will win the battle 
in a little time. In five months all will be ready’. Fofie Kouakou, a local 



leader got up to make his complaint. He said, ‘It is that this rebellion 
which has killed our children. I acknowledge that we are tired and that we 
cannot continue the rebellion in our area. The North has profited nothing 
from this rebellion. ADO is our son. We also fight for him but his men do 
not cease to punish us every day. But, if it is like the white man says, that 
we will be in power in March, we will also fight for this.’ ‘But before 
leaving, please instruct your men not to maltreat our children; especially 
our daughters.’ 
 
The next meeting of importance was held on the 20th of February from 
100 to 1420 in Sikasso, in Mali. Present at the meeting were President 
Campaore, President (and host) Toure; Philippe Pouchet representative of 
Chirac; Colonel Cyrille Dubott, representing the French Army stationed in 
Gabon; Wattao; The Imam Idriss Koudouss; several mayors and military 
commanders of the ‘Blue Brigade’. The meeting was opened by Toure who 
said that he regretted that everyone had to make the journey but that it 
was better to meet outside the Ivory Coast. He said that victory was in 
their grasp and that Pouchet would make it clear. 
 
Pouchet took the floor and introduced Colonel Dubott who was sent 
especially for this by Chirac. ‘He was chosen for this because he is not 
known in the Ivory Coast.’ Pouchet went on that Col. Dubott would 
accompany Pouchet to Abidjan to stay at the Tiama Hotel for four days. 
There he would plan the details of the coup and co-ordinate the 
mercenaries in their attack on the capital. ‘The town of Abidjan will be 
taken during the night of the 22nd of March and the takeover should be 
completed by the afternoon of the 23rd.’ The plan is for the mercenaries 
to stage an ‘invasion;’ and the French peacekeepers will intervene on their 
side, claiming that an attack on foreigners was being made by Gbagbo’s 
loyalist forces. In the run up to this there would be several provocations 
and incidents which would convince the world that Gbagbo’s forces were 
getting restless. 
 
Pouchet emphasized that the reason for the timing was that the Unicorn 
Force (the French military contingent) would be obliged to leave by the 
4th of April if the UN mandate was not renewed. ‘Thus we have the duty 
to remove Gbagbo and replace him with Ouattara by this date.’ Pouchet 
and Ouattara would stand by in Gabon from the 18th of March. The 
mercenaries trained by Campaore will stay in Bouake until the 17th when 
they would transfer to Port Bouet. The new equipment would be made 
available to them by a convoy of 4 x4s led by Idriss Koudouss. These would 
join up with the rebels who would start infiltrating Abidjan from the 20th. 
At that time the heavy equipment and weapons provided through Burkina 
Faso would be made available and the rebels would take up their positions 
at the designated places in Abidjan. On the morning of the 22nd the RDR 
was scheduled to stage a march though Abidjan in which some of the 
rebels would participate. Colonel Dubott was to disperse his mercenaries 
to selected areas of the city. Then, after a planned disturbance, the coup 
would begin. Superior Ivoirian intelligence thwarted this coup. 
 
This was not the first time that the French have planned military coups in 
the Ivory Coast. There have been three well-documented coups planned 
against Gbagbo. Indeed, the meddling and murderous actions of France’s 
Force Licorne have been documented by its own leaders. A recent book by 
Lieutenant-Colonel Georges Peillon, (The Great Silence) writing about the 
French support of the Ivory Coast rebels leaves no question about the 
French interference with democracy and their covert support of the rebels 
whom he describes in scathing tones. He wrote: ‘The problem of the 
northern zone was that there was no functioning administrative 
organization. There were armed bands, called the New Forces, which had 



plundered all that represented the administration. One could find in the 
market of Bouaké french fries being sold, wrapped in birth certificates.’ 
 
Peillon, writing under the nom de plume Georges Neyrac, was the 
spokesman for the Force Licorne. The perfidious role of Chirac and his 
apprentice Villepin is described in detail in the book as is the scandalous 
order to kill the innocent demonstrators in 2004 by Michèle Alliot-Marie. 
Pouchet, Chirac’s ‘agitator in residence’ attended many meetings in 
Burkina Faso, Mali and in rebel territory planning coups against Gbagbo’s 
government. The minutes of several of these meetings have been made 
public. 
 
On August 20, 2005 Gen. Mathias Doué, whom President Gbagbo had 
replaced as army chief of staff the previous November with Gen. Phillippe 
Mangou publicly called for the departure of President Gbagbo, and 
threatened to resort to ‘all necessary means’ if the international 
community failed to ensure his departure. In one tape he threatened a 
military revolt by Gbagbo’s troops. Doue and his fellow plotters met in 
Korhogo on August 22, 2005 to plot the military revolt. Doue arrived in a 
column of 4 x4 vehicles with tinted glass given to him by Campaore. There 
he met Sherif Ousmane, Wattao, Soumaila Bakayoko and Kousako Fofie (all 
rebel tin pot warlords). In a four-hour meeting he assured them that he 
was on their side and promised that there would be French-trained 
mercenaries ‘Burkinabe, Chadians, Gabonese, etc’ sent to aid them. ‘We 
have the support of certain African and European heads of State. This 
would be called ‘Operation Red Tulip’. For these attacks, Sheriff Ousmane, 
Wattao, Herve Vetcho, Morou Ouattara would lead the troops on the 
ground. In Abidjan, while the simultaneous attacks would proceed on all 
fronts, Doué and his new rebellious companions intended to cause a 
popular rising. It failed. 
 
Doué was not the only senior officer to have publicly expressed his 
dissatisfaction. In June 2005 Col. Jules Yao Yao, the former Army 
spokesman, was dismissed, and a few days later arrested and interrogated, 
along with Col.-Maj. Désiré Bakassa Traoré, the commander of the 
National Office for Civil Protection, retired Gen. Laurent sa Traoré, the 
commander of the National Office for Civil Protection, and retired Gen. 
Laurent M’Bahia. Colonel Yao Yao went into hiding after he was freed, and 
had openly challenged Gbagbo’s presidency, for example when he and 
Doué recently threatened to return to ‘assume their responsibilities.’ 
 
The French have encouraged, supported and sheltered these turncoats and 
dissidents, and have given them a voice in international meetings. It must 
be stated that when the phrase, the ‘French’, is used it has a special 
meaning. Unlike in ordinary democracies, the French version of democracy 
is a special case. By tradition in France, foreign affairs are the French 
president's private domain. The foreign affairs minister only applies his 
policies. France is the only Western country where foreign policy is not a 
debating topic for the National Assembly. The sovereignty of the French 
people does not mean anything nor can it be expressed even if it has 
elected the president directly. The Parliament has no checking powers and 
is quietly relegated to domestic matters. 
 
The war of the French against the Ivory Coast was a war by Jacques Chirac 
against the Ivory Coast and Gbagbo. It was his fit of pique which ordered 
the French ‘peacekeepers’ to attack and destroy the Ivory Coast air force. 
It was his order to send over a hundred tanks to surround the Hotel d’Ivoire 
and President Gbagbo’s house. It was his decision to allow his soldiers to 
open fire on a crowd of singing youths, totally unarmed and non-
threatening, seeking only to stop the French from making a coup or killing 



President Gbagbo. It was he, African advisor Michel d’Bonnecorse, Defence 
Minister Aliot-Marie and DGSE chief Pierre Brochand, who made and 
controlled French policy and programs in Africa. They were aided by a web 
of French agents assigned to work undercover in French companies like 
Bouygues, Delmas, Total, and other multinationals; pretending to be 
expatriate employees. This is normal French neo-colonial behaviour. 
However, this time the French managed to hook in the ‘international 
community’ to support them. 
 
These constant attacks on Gbagbo, the FPI and the Ivoirian people did not 
cease. Still less was there any movement towards the promised 
disarmament. The rebels refused to disarm. They demanded that they be 
integrated into the FANCI (the national army); retaining their grades and 
receiving back pay for the time they were in rebellion. The absence of 
disarmament was crucial. In order to proceed to the next election it was 
necessary to prepare a proper electoral roll and set up an infrastructure to 
carry out the basic administrative functions for governance. Virtually all 
the civil servants, teachers, doctors, engineers and professional people 
had fled the North as the rebellion began. There were no schools, 
universities, banks, hospitals or city administrations operating in the North 
from 2002 until 2010 when the election was scheduled to happen. The 
rebels had destroyed almost all the administrative files: records of births, 
deaths, marriages, property, taxes, school certificates; citizenship; 
drivers’ licenses; health records; bank deposits; etc. No one in the North 
paid income taxes, customs duties, or other fees to the Ivory Coast 
government in the South. All of the electricity in the North came from the 
South; as did the water, fuel and communications systems. It was kept 
turned on by the French owners of these monopolies during the secession 
of the North even though there were many who begged Gbagbo to turn off 
the water, electricity, fuel deliveries and the telephone system to cut off 
the North and return it to the stone age. The South picked up the bill 
through the extra charges imposed by the French monopolists. Gbagbo 
could turn all these services off with great ease and on the basis that the 
North wasn’t paying the government for these services; not for any 
political reason. The South was subsidising the North. Gbagbo refused to 
do so. 
 
Without disarmament the administrators sent up to the North to register 
people to vote were afraid to do so. The rebel troops harassed them and 
the people seeking registration had no proof that they were, indeed, 
citizens. The rebels held open air rallies, surrounded by their soldiers, 
where people’s names were placed on the electoral roll, willy-nilly. It was 
a fraudulent exercise; particularly as they registered the Burkinabe, 
Liberian and Malian rebels as Ivory Coast citizens with the right to vote. 
 
The French intervened and took on the responsibility of voter registration. 
In the long run up to preparing for the elections in the Ivory Coast the 
French imposed the company SAGEM, a subsidiary of the French company, 
Safran, as the vehicle to prepare, along with the indigenous INEC 
(electoral commission) a list of voters for the upcoming elections. This 
contract was initially to cost around 120 million Euros. This was to prepare 
an electoral register and the suitable voting cards. Not only did this take a 
very long time but it was flawed and unreliable. 
 
The fundamental problem is that there was collapse of the political will to 
resolve these conflicts. Until March 2007 when the contesting parties met 
in Ouagadougou to sign the Ouagadougou Accord which formed the basis of 
the revised political structure, the North and the South were at least 
demonstrating that they had a point of view. After Ouagadougou the 
conflict of ideas and political initiatives were subsumed in jockeying for 



advantage in an election that was constantly postponed. 
 
The result was delay and dissatisfaction. They had a government, made up 
of a mixed cabinet formed from mongrel and traitorous parties, totally 
incapable of uniting on any coherent economic, social or political policy. 
There was an army of mixed rebels and loyalists who did not take orders 
from a central command; further enfeebled by constant stories of plots 
and coups. The New Force warlords remained unhappy with Soro (their 
commander) and they threatened to kill him regularly. 
 
The only people who were happy with this were the French. They had 
succeeded in restoring their neo-colonial hold over the country. Their 
businesses had returned in force to the Ivory Coast and controlled over 65 
percent of all its commerce. The United Nations had agreed to pay for 
most of the peacekeeping troops, including the French peacekeepers. The 
nations of the European Community were helping subsidise the 
‘identification’ process which put millions of Euros into the hands of a 
French company... The Ivoirians of both the North and the South were 
impotent and made do with competing for the best seats on the Ivoirian 
Titanic. 
 
On the fiftieth anniversary of its independence, the politicians of the Ivory 
Coast announced that the oft-postponed national elections would take 
place on October 31, 2010. Unfortunately, for the large bulk of the Ivoirian 
population this election would be a cruel joke. Elections are meant to 
resolve problems; to clarify the political power issues; to charge political 
victors and parties with the responsibilities for the programs they 
campaigned for during the election. In this election the parties did not 
have programs; half the country was occupied by a piratical rabble of 
failed soldiers; no disarmament of the rebels had effectively taken place; 
no legitimacy was ascribed to the voting rolls or the electoral process; the 
occupying French forces and their UN supporters dominated the security of 
the country; and the aged and fading political party leaders wallowed in 
the mud of indecision. It was a shambles. Although Gbagbo had a lead in 
the ballot there was a need for a runoff between Gbagbo and Ouattara. 
The runoff ballot was held amidst major fraud in polling places in the 
North, intimidation of voters by rebel soldiers, and incompetent 
mathematics in evaluating the results. 
 
As the results came in from around the country it was clear to the poll 
observers that Gbagbo maintained a lead over Ouattara. Near the end of 
the counting of the ballots the Ouattara team announced that Ouattara 
was the winner. His victory was announced at Ouattara’s campaign 
headquarters by his campaign manager. This had no legal effect or 
legitimacy but the international community began to trumpet Ouattara’s 
purported victory. The actual ballots cast were collected by the Electoral 
Commission and delivered to the Constitutional Court; the legal body 
established to pronounce on the validity of an election under the 
Constitution. The French, buoyed by their successful recent intervention in 
Guinea where they managed to advance their candidate, Alpha Conde, to 
the presidency, were sure that their manipulation of the voters’ roll and 
their protection of the Northern rebel leadership would give them an 
unassailable lead in the runoff election. However, the blatant vote-rigging 
in several Northern constituencies (where more people voted than were on 
the electoral roll) and where armed rebel troops surrounded the polling 
stations making sure that voters voted ‘correctly’ were so blatant that a 
real count could not be made in the requisite period. 
 
The Constitutional Court examined the situation and the voting procedures 
and declared that President Gbagbo was re-elected. This was in opposition 



to the Ouattara electoral commission which declared their man as the 
winner. 
 
At that point the French, the U.N. and their hangers-on (the European 
Union and Hillary Clinton) said that Gbagbo should withdraw from office 
despite his victory. They made an effort to persuade the ECOWAS (Union of 
West African States) to use violence against the civilian population in the 
Ivory Coast. The French were determined, as ever, to persuade others to 
fight their battles for them if bullying on their own wouldn't work. The 
Ghanaians, South Africans, Zimbabweans and others demanded that the 
Constitutional Court be heard and its verdict allowed, but the Federation 
of Mendicants, Beggars, Buffoons and Imbeciles which made up the vast 
African dependencies of Francafrique, won the day in ECOWAS. 
 
This stand-off prevailed for a month or so with Ouattara and his men holed 
up in the Hotel Golf in Abidjan, protected by the French Army and the UN 
peacekeepers. Violence began to break out in the countryside, in the 
West, where rabid bands of rebels joined up with the Dozos in a program 
of mass slaughter and genocide. Thousands were killed, injured, raped and 
driven from their homes as the Northerners, supported by the French and 
UN troops were let loose on civilian villages. Fighting broke out as well in 
Abidjan. 
 
The UN hired three Mi-24 helicopter gunships from the Ukraine. They were 
acquired by the United Nations peacekeepers and were stored in Bouake, 
in the North. This was the rebel’s headquarters. In an order issued to the 
UN forces in the Ivory Coast on 27 February 2011 Brigadier General 
Benjamin Freeman Kusi, the Chief in Command of the ONUCI (UN 
peacekeepers) reported the news of the arrival of the Mi-24 helicopters . 
With no sense of irony he wrote: ‘Mission: To temporarily reinforce the 
capacity of action of ONUCI we have deployed in Ivory Coast 3 x MI-24 
combat helicopters which will make it possible for the UN Force to 
maintain peace and safety in the country. It will be initially a defensive 
and dissuasive force. The unit will operate especially on the Bouaké-
Yamoussoukro-Abidjan axes but with an operational capacity on the whole 
of the national territory.’ These helicopters were used almost exclusively 
against the civilian population of the Ivory Coast, standing off about two 
miles from their targets and shooting indiscriminately at their targets; 
killing and wounding thousands. French helicopters and tanks joined them 
in this barrage of civilian areas, killing many more. After a fierce 
resistance the UN and French helicopters dropped heavy ordinance at the 
Presidential residence. French Special Forces entered the President’s 
home and captured the leadership gathered there. The French soldiers 
then turned their prisoners over to the Ouattara forces. 
 
Many of those captured were molested, beaten and abused on the spot. 
Others were taken away to be tortured by the rebels. The President and 
his wife were hurried out of Abidjan to prisons in the North to stop any 
attempts at rescue. Gbagbo was later turned over to the International 
Criminal Court for trial. His wife remains in jail in the North. Many of the 
loyalist soldiers and police fled into Ghana and Liberia, seeking sanctuary. 
Ouattara declared himself president and the rebels all took up jobs in the 
new administration. 
 
The involvement of the UN forces in these massacres is the direct 
responsibility of Ban Ki Moon. There was no authorisation by the UN 
Security Council for this policy or violence and extermination. There was 
an international ban on the provision of arms to the country passed by the 
UN. The green light to shoot at unarmed civilians was given on the 26th of 
February 2011 by Ban Ki-Moon’s henchman and UN fixer, Choi, who was 



named the UN representative in the Ivory Coast. In a press interview given 
by the UN soldiers in Abidjan at the Hotel Sebroko, they announced that 
they had been given a clear order by Jin Choi to open fire on anyone who 
stood in the way of UN operations on the ground in the Ivory Coast. When 
asked further whether this meant unarmed civilians Choi answered ‘shoot 
anyone who will interfere in the exercise of your duties, the Boss (BAN KI-
MOON) gave us the go-ahead; nothing would happen’. (TWN radio 
26/2/11). 
 
The involvement of the UN in genocide is not unprecedented but at least 
ought to be subject to scrutiny. The immediate result of Choi’s order 
occurred the next day in Daloa, the third biggest town. There, a police 
officer, the son of Martin GROGUHET former PDCI Deputy Mayor of DALOA, 
was shot to death with a bullet in the back while he was leaving UNOCI 
headquarter after freeing three Young Patriots taken hostage by those 
soldiers following a peaceful negotiation. There was no appeal. No 
prosecution. Across the Ivory Coast the rebels, who have been re-armed by 
the UN with heavy weapons, attacked the FANCI and FDS (government 
forces). When they responded the rebels (usually dressed in UN uniforms) 
used the ‘kill order’ issued by Choi to use their heavy weapons against 
civilian populations. .The UN helicopters were used to blow up a 
supermarket in Cocody. 
 
Where else but at the largest unsupervised asylum for sociopaths in Turtle 
Bay does this make any sense? Who authorised a shoot to kill policy to the 
UN troops? The rebels were supposed to have been disarmed. Indeed this 
was part of every treaty and agreement they signed. Why did the UN 
added to their weapons with RPGs, mines, tanks and then helicopters in 
spite of its own embargo on arms deliveries? What kind of lunacy is this 
when the UN debates sanctions against Libya in the morning for doing 
exactly what the UN itself is agreeing to do against the Ivory Coast in its 
afternoon session? 
 
The fault lies at the top; the Secretary-General. He is not only 
incompetent and ignorant but a moral imbecile who has brought the UN 
into disgrace. In a speech during the International Defense Dialogue (March 
22-25, 2012) in Jakarta, Indonesia, Ban Ki-Moon admitted that the success 
of the peacekeeping mission in Côte d'Ivoire could not have been possible 
without Ukrainian peacekeepers., ‘...we might not have prevailed without 
the contribution of one country: Ukraine, which lent us three combat 
military helicopters at the critical moment’. Thirty-eight Ukrainian 
peacekeepers from the 56th separate helicopter squadron of Ukrainian 
Armed Forces, serving as part of the United Nations Organization's mission 
in Liberia, participated in operation to maintain security during the runoff 
presidential elections in Cote d'Ivoire in December 2011. On January 19, 
2011 the UN Security Council adopted the Resolution 1967 to strengthen its 
peacekeeping mission in Côte d'Ivoire. At that time Ukraine received both 
an official note from the UN Secretariat soliciting assistance and personal 
request from the UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon to support the UN 
peacekeeping force in the region. Ban Ki Moon added his personal note 
which empowered the Ukrainians to expand their role beyond defensive. 
 
Now Ban Ki Moon has announced he has asked the United Nations for 
drones to monitor its border the Ivory Coast border with Liberia. The 
country's UN envoy believes drones are needed to make up for the 
expected decline in the UN's personnel presence. He has already arranged 
for this in the Democratic Republic of Congo, to help monitor its borders 
with Rwanda and Uganda. Western Ivory Coast has recently seen raids by 
supporters of former President Laurent Gbagbo, ousted in 2011's war. 
 



Indeed there has been a lot of unrest in the West. There, having been 
assaulted, murdered and beaten by the Ouattara forces and the Dozos 
many farmers from the rich cocoa growing region have been driven from 
their farms; some seeking sanctuary among their ethnic relatives across 
the Liberian border and some gathered in refugee camps. Their former 
farm labourers, under the generic term ‘Mossi’ (immigrants from Burkina 
Faso and Mali) have taken over these farms and have claimed them for 
their own. Ouattara has just declared that these imported Burkinabe farm 
workers are now Ivoirians by decree (which is the way he became Ivoirian) 
and have title to the lands they have seized from their former employers 
who have tilled these fields for centuries. Seizing the patrimony of farmers 
is a certain way to provoke unrest. 
 
Today the Ivory Coast is once again a French colony in fact, if not in name. 
Ouattara has no political base except for the French and is in constant fear 
for his life. He spends his entire time travelling because he is afraid that 
his rebel friends will assassinate him. The warlords, Vetcho and Ouattao, 
are still busy with the illegal trade in diamonds with their partner 
Campaore. With the death of IB Coulibaly Soro is a bit safer but still 
nervous. The country is in decline and Ouattara has just announced, like 
Petain, that he is ready to rule by decree. 
 
In short, despite the thousands of the dead, the displacement of thousands 
more, there is no safety, justice or progress in the country. Two recent 
reports by Human Rights Watch and Amnesty International spell this out in 
detail. There is ‘victor’s justice’ in operation with hundreds of Gbagbo and 
FPI supporters still incarcerated across the country. The FPI (the Ivorian 
Popular Front) still have nearly 670 supporters detained two years after 
the arrest of its leader, Laurent Gbagbo, transferred on 30 November 2011 
at the International Criminal Court in The Hague. According to Amnesty 
International (February 26, 2013), the Ivorian Human Rights League (April 
3) and Human Rights Watch (April 4). 
 
They identify 668 as of 29 March 2013) civilian and military personnel 
incarcerated in a dozen prisons from Abidjan to Korhogo, passing by 
Bouna, Dimbokro, Boundiali, Man, Seguela, Katiola, Toumodi and Odienné. 
The main prison, MACA, holds only 514 of them. Most of them are being 
prosecuted for ‘violation of the security of the State’, ‘breaching national 
defence’, ‘genocide’, ‘disturbance to public order’ in relation to the 
second round of the controversial presidential election in November 2010. 
 
Some others have regained their freedom. Most of the leaders remain in 
prison or house arrest. Former Ministers Geneviève Bro-Grebe and Abou 
Drahamane Sangaré, as well as the former Chief of Cabinet of Gbagbo, 
Narcisse Kuo Téa, are imprisoned in Katiola, in the centre of the country. 
Former Prime Minister Pascal Affi Nguessan, in Bouna, near the border with 
Ghana, along with the son of the former president, Michel Gbagbo, and 
former Minister Moïse Lida Kouassi, extradited in June 2012 of Togo. The 
former Governor of the Central Bank of the States of l'Afrique de l'Ouest 
(BCEEAO), Philippe Henri Dacoury Tabley, is held at Boundiali, and former 
first lady of Côte d'Ivoire, Simone Ehivet-Gbagbo, is incarcerated at 
Odienné, Northwest. Charles Blé Goudé is being kept at the DST 
headquarters in Abidjan 
 
None of the criminals, rapists, thieves, bandits and murderers of 
Ouattarra’s side have been arrested despite everyone’s knowledge of their 
crimes. This is a very strange form of justice. The French prosper. In fact 
they have claimed full compensation for the property that was damaged in 
the riots after they shot down the innocents at the Hotel Ivoire plus a 
doubling of the fee to recompense them for lost business. 



 
However, there is a rising unrest in the country as the enormity of the 
duration of the rape of the country continues. Having a sham municipal 
election is no cure. France is now at its weakest worldwide. Its economy is 
in tatters; its armies overstretched in Mali and the CAR; it military 
capacity grossly reduced. There was never a time when they were more 
vulnerable and bereft of money, cohesion and international support. This 
seems a good time to consider how this weakness can be turned towards 
the liberation of the Ivory Coast and the severing of the French colonial 
bonds once and for all. 
 
There are spirits haunting the land; the spirits of the dead, tortured and 
missing; and the spirits of the ancestors whispering that the land they 
farmed, built their families in and in which they are buried should not be 
allowed to be taken by strangers. Perhaps this is a good time. 
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Building A Solidarity Economy 
Under the cooperative model, workers own the business, reducing injustice 
because they have a stake in the community and because an individual will 
find it hard to exploit oneself. Workers often buy into their jobs (upfront 
or amortized), vote on major decisions in general assemblies or 
committees, and even voluntarily donate to the co-op for re-investment. 
Known as “workplace democracy,” this model of authentic self-
determination renders state action superfluous. 
 
The flagship Mondragon Corporation, the seventh largest company in Spain 
by asset turnover (and a federation of hundreds of cooperatives) is a 
controversial but impressive proof-of-concept that worker cooperatives 
can do everything the vampiric large-scale, capital intensive firms can, but 
better. 
 
Today, worker co-ops have immense economic impact but unrecognized 
political clout. The cooperative is a sleeping giant: There are at least 
30,000 U.S. cooperatives with at least $3T in assets, $654B in annual 
revenues, $75B in wages and benefits and 875,000 jobs directly created. 
[1] For comparison, Apple had $156.5B in revenues for the 2012 fiscal year. 
Rigorous studies on the viability of the cooperative model can be read on 
the website of the Quebec International Summit of Cooperatives here. 
 
The above figures don’t account for cooperatives outside of the US, either. 



In Britain, Italy, Sweden and Germany, cooperatives are a sizable pillar of 
the economy and partially account for the high social development 
statistics in these nations. Reflecting these egalitarian values, a 2003 
federation of worker cooperatives drafted the World Declaration on 
Cooperative Worker Ownership, a.k.a. the Oslo Declaration, a sentiment 
based on solidarity and inclusiveness rather than the psychopathic self-
interest that characterizes the corporation-state. 
 
The Evolutionary Cosmology of Economic Self-Interest 
Cooperative behavior does not necessarily violate the idea of homo 
economicus, rational self-interest and utility maximization—people simply 
derive utility from helping others and seeing that justice is served. The 
idea of rational self-interest holds, but mainstream economists’ standard 
utility functions fail to account for the hard-to-quantify pleasure of mutual 
aid. 
 
Taylorist “Scientific Management” and the competitive corporate model 
gained popularity in light of Charles Darwin’s Origin of Species, which 
described nature as competitive, cannibalistic and callous. 
 
Darwin’s less-read but equally important treatise The Descent of Man 
(1871) describes pro-social, synergistic and cooperative behaviors within 
and between species. Scientist and anarchist philosopher Peter Kropotkin, 
inspired, elaborated on this friendly dynamic in his 1902 book Mutual Aid: 
A Factor in Evolution. 
 
Surprise, surprise — the most successful species are those that maximize 
cooperative behavior. Competition is costly — resources spent trying to 
thwart an opponent could be pooled and used to enlarge the pie rather 
than take an increasingly sharp knife to it. 
 
The hegemonic ideology of selfishness, competitive ambition and that 
“greed is good” are inaccurate and destructive. Greed is taking more than 
you need at the expense of others – it is always immoral (and rightfully one 
of the seven deadly sins in most of the parable-anthologies of religion). 
Coincidentally, economics students behave more selfishly than other 
students in experiments. [2] And, to boot, they’re more selfish than other 
majors going in to college, meaning they self-select. 
 
“Leafing through Forbes or Fortune [magazine]s is like reading the 
operating manual of a strangely sanctimonious pirate ship.“ 
- Adam Gopnik, The New Yorker 
 
Economics and business school programs inculcate vampiric values with 
hegemonic, corporation-statist curriculum. Economics today serves as a 
moral and empirical justification for capitalism as it currently exists 
(though not in all departments, only ones like Wharton and the Harvard 
Business School that tend to place their students in prestigious positions 
like at J.P. Morgan, Deloitte, Bank for International Settlements and the 
UN). 
 
Hilariously, CEOs think they’re doing a service to society! In fact, some 
believe they’re “doing God’s work,” like Goldman Sachs’ humble friar 
Lloyd Blankfein, who pays himself $68M a year of stolen wealth. 
 
Really, claiming that executives are necessary to create jobs implies that 
monopolized capital is the only way capital can be deployed. In reality, 
factories run quite well without bosses. Argentinian workers successfully 
occupied and began producing in their old factories after capitalists had 
shut them down, as detailed in the documentary The Take. 



 
The beauty of the worker’s co-op is that it merges the union with the 
management; there is no energy or time wasted on antagonism, sabotage 
and bargaining. Workers vote on salaries, working hours, conditions — 
everything. 
 
Co-ops are often more efficient because middle managers, foremen and 
taskmasters are unnecessary; nobody needs to crack the whip to coerce 
productivity because workers have a strong incentive to add value as they 
share directly in the profits (and losses, which are actively mitigated). 
There is a strong disincentive to destroy the natural resources workers rely 
upon because they are embedded in the community and cannot just move 
operations to East Asia or Latin America when the “job’s done.” 
 
The Mondragon Corporation, the 7th largest company in Spain, is currently 
the apex of capital-intensive, highly specialized worker’s co-operatives. In 
the year 2010, against the backdrop of the ongoing global financial crisis, 
the competitive advantage and efficiency gains were clearly evident in the 
firm’s strong financial figures: €33B in assets, €14B total income and 
€178M “profit” in 2010 (triple the “profit” of 2009). [3] Video Report. 
 
The co-op does everything from manufacturing computer chips, auto parts, 
renewable energy machinery and kitchen appliances to acting as a bank, 
insurance, consulting, architecture and engineering firm. Mondragon runs 
petrol stations, retail outlets, supermarkets and even a university. Over 
half of the company’s products are for international export. Those that 
believe worker’s co-ops only work on a local, small-scale should study 
Mondragon. 
 
The “corporation” is truly a federation of many worker-owned businesses, 
comprised of over 83,000 employee-owners with subsidiaries in places like 
Brazil and China. The company is based in the town of Mondragon in the 
Basque region (population 23,000) where there is reportedly neither 
poverty nor opulence. Almost everyone has healthy food, comfortable 
houses and modern conveniences. There are no mansions, Ferraris or 
Armani suits, though. There is, however, a convivial, joyful sense of 
community trust and solidarity because workers own the full product of 
their labor, nobody lives opulently while others are left in the cold – in 
other words, justice. 
 
Mondragon’s early prototype was borne out of the Spanish Civil War period 
(1936-38), when socialists and anarchists warred with Franco’s fascists. 
The philosophy at work in Mondragon is compatible with libertarian 
socialism or market anarchism. Unlike state socialism, free association 
reigns and there is no place for government violence. 
 
“Contrary to what some advocates of top-down management say, this 
worker-centered focus hasn’t been an obstacle to growth. Founded in 1956 
by Father Don Jose Arizmendi, a Basque Catholic priest, the Mondragón 
cooperatives today […] employ more than 100,000 worker/owners and in 
2007 generated revenues of more than $24 billion. 
 
The central importance of workers permeates every aspect of the 
Mondragón Cooperatives. Even though the MCC businesses are affected by 
the global financial crisis, there is no unemployment within the MCC 
businesses. People are moved around to other jobs, or hours are cut 
without cutting pay. The wages for unworked hours are to be repaid 
through extra hours worked later in the year.” [4] 
 
Mondragon has perfected E.F. Schumacher’s Principle of Subsidiarity, 



striking the appropriate balance between order and autonomy. In a large 
bureaucracy, efficiencies are shaded and dispersed – not under this model. 
Each of the over 285 subunits keep their own balance sheets. Mondragon 
offers budding entrepreneurs training and funding, helping hundreds of 
new companies form. [5] 
 
Upper management makes 6 times the salary of workers at most. Compare 
this figure to the 300:1 average in the U.S. Finally, the mode of production 
is the highest manifestation of democracy: one worker, one vote. They 
meet annually in a general assembly and coordinate social services and 
business plans. Mondragon is doing a lot right. 
 
The most important aspect of Mondragon’s model, though, is not how 
efficient or profitable the company is, but the quality of life for the 
worker-owners. The cooperative federation guarantees pensions, 
healthcare, and education—explaining the absence of poverty in the city of 
Mondragon itself. 
 
This system is rooted in a basic idea: treating workers like dignified human 
beings leads to productivity gains. Giving labor direct incentives, profit 
sharing and periodic goals that boost solidarity result in profit. These 
methods are evidenced also by Jack Stack’s miraculous turnaround of the 
Harvester tractor company, resulting in 10 times productivity gains just by 
rallying feelings of solidarity in the workers. [6] 
 
Emerging Cooperatives 
For Yes! Magazine, Annie McShiras reported on the Brooklyn-based 
worker’s cooperative, Beyond Care, a childcare business and a part of the 
Solidarity Economy Network of collaborative enterprises in New York. Co-
ops like Beyond Care bring together independent contractors to leverage 
clout, pool capital, exchange expertise and serve as social support systems 
for one another. 
 
There are 68 other co-ops in the New York area listed in the NYC Solidarity 
Economy Mapping Project. The international propagation of worker’s co-
ops reflects changing views about the economy; one based on mutual aid, 
justice and human happiness instead of lifeless, arbitrary and abstract 
monetary value. 
 
Yes! Magazine has described several other emerging co-ops. [7] Cleveland’s 
Evergreen Cooperative Laundry is one of them, which built a LEED-
certified $6M facility in a city with crumbling infrastructure and high 
unemployment. The laundry is owned by its 50 employees. They seek to 
serve “anchor institutions” like the Cleveland Clinic and various 
universities. The laundry even solicited startup capital from them, instead 
of relying on financing from an investment bank that would demand 
unfavorable working conditions and tax breaks (not that tax breaks are bad 
in isolation, but they’re bad when they’re preferentially given to large 
corporations and nobody else). 
 
The most revolutionary thing one can do is grow their own food. Likewise, 
large-scale urban agriculture co-ops like Evergreen City Growers are the 
backbone of radical independence, sustainability, health and justice. 
 
Evergreen is a year-round hydroponic operation capable of producing 3 
million heads of lettuce and 1 million pounds of basil per year (on the 
labor of only 50 people). Ohio spends $7B shipping food from places like 
California and Hawai’i; the health and petroleum savings are considerable. 
 
This project is similar to many others seeking to alleviate the “Food 



Island” crisis of the inner-city, similar to the Growing Power project based 
in Minneapolis and spreading throughout the country. Co-ops also tend to 
be Green-minded, like Ohio Cooperative Solar, which installs solar panels. 
 
These co-ops needed startup capital and banks don’t like unconventional 
models. So they did it themselves. The Evergreen Cooperative 
Development Fund provided seed financing to worker’s co-ops in the 
Cleveland area and in turn each co-op dedicates 10% of profits to the fund 
to expand the co-operative network. It is very much like Mondragon’s Caja 
Laboral credit union. The key to any hub of cooperative activity is 
financing, which is why credit unions are so vital. 
 
Worker’s co-ops also favor local currencies that retain and amplify wealth 
within the community. These currencies also defend against 
hyperinflation, deflation and the paradox of thrift whenever the cartelized 
Federal Reserve credit system decides to simultaneously rob the people 
and destroy their economy. 
 
Toward A Just Mode of Production 
The problem with Taylorist scientific management is that it fails to 
account for that which can’t be quantified: human dignity among them. 
Productivity can be boosted by treating people with respect, setting small 
goals and giving workers enough information to monitor the company’s 
finances. Management theory often fails to realize that worker happiness 
fuels the engine of production; even if the worker has the most advanced 
tools ever, it is all for naught if they recalcitrantly drag their feet because 
they feel oppressed, micro-managed and degraded. 
 
There are no principal-agent dilemmas or tensions within the 
organizational structure of worker cooperatives. The worker-boss 
relationship is a vestige of feudalism, sharecropping and slavery because it 
rests upon coercion rooted in the desperation of the working class. 
 
Labor has been expropriated and systematically emasculated by states to 
benefit the elite ownership class. Capitalists argue that labor has the 
freedom to turn down employment and go elsewhere, but this is not an 
option when one has been born into poverty. Employers offer the same 
deal and the only alternative is to starve. 
 
The fact that there is such a thing as a permanently impoverished working 
class and a fixed wealthy ownership class (who need not work) betrays a 
seriously unnatural distribution of resources and responsibility. 
 
Let’s break out the physics metaphors: Nature abhors a vacuum. Nature 
also equalizes temperature and balances particle concentration (which is 
why electronics work) — the concentration of wealth and power in the 
hands of the few conflicts with immutable natural law. The current power 
asymmetric is thermodynamically unsustainable. The stored potential 
energy will again become kinetic in the form of upheaval. 
 
Worker cooperatives alleviate the pressure (increase conductance) by 
opening a gap in the membrane between the proletariat and bourgeoisie. 
Violent revolution is not wise, because states get repressive when they 
feel threatened and time is on the side of the masses. For fear of sounding 
reformist, however, it is incumbent upon all of those with creative powers 
to tilt full-throttle into the task of disseminating revolutionary ideas, 
means of production/consumption and disruptive technologies to expedite 
the shift, because a lot of people are suffering. 
 
The current global imbalance would not have emerged if not for the 



hegemony of corporate power rooted in state violence. In the case of 
worker cooperatives, efficiency, order and profitability need not be 
sacrificed for social justice. These ends are not merely compatible, they 
are synergistic. As Pierre-Joseph Proudhon wrote, “Liberty is not the 
daughter but the mother of order.” 
 
Post Script: A Rebuttal to Communists 
Communists often consider worker cooperatives vulgar because 
cooperatives function within the market. They’re not perfectly horizontal 
and don’t provide according to one’s need all the time. Some disillusioned 
anarchists, too, recognize the problems with very large cooperatives like 
Mondragon, which increasingly operate like multinational corporations, 
employing foreign labor and pursuing expansive growth. 
 
Indeed, cooperatives are not a cure-all for state capitalism. But they’re 
damn better than the master-slave relationship entailed in capitalist 
enterprises. 
 
Some examples of a (libertarian) communist critique of the co-op: 
 
“[The cooperative] coffee shop will still be existing within a capitalist 
marketplace, and so will still be subjected to competition and the whims 
of the market. 
 
So while their boss may not cut Joe’s hours, if market forces dictate it 
they will have to cut their own hours themselves.” 
 
The marketplace is risky. If you don’t want to take risk, grow your own 
food and live off the grid. At least it’s the workers who decide to cut back, 
rather than executives, investment bankers and extractive shareholders 
who decide they want to a higher dividend and will cut back on safety 
equipment, pensions or insurance benefits. 
 
Cooperatives never promised to do away with fluctuations in the market, 
they merely offer an alternative to the master-slave relationship. Co-ops 
don’t throw discipline, sometimes draconian survival measures, out the 
window. Cooperatives need to be smart, by diversifying, assuring access to 
their own capital pool and investing in agriculture so that worst case 
senario, nobody goes hungry. There’s always work to be done in the soil. 
 
“Facing going out of business, the co-op members either internalise the 
capitalist boss, and cut their own wages, conditions or jobs,1 Or they go 
bust.” 
 
Prices fluctuate (even Lenin, in his New Economic Policy, embraced the 
price mechanism). Technologies become obsolete. These are the risks of 
marketplace production. 
 
But isn’t it better to pool risk with your community rather than a 
capitalist, who enjoys the payoff but both he and the labors share in the 
losses when the factory must be sold off? The workers would be 
unemployed, but the capitalist likely has assets elsewhere, so really the 
workers get screwed either way. Cooperatives are not a remedy for 
economic risk. And risk will always persist — even if we become 
primitivists who grow our own everything, there are bad harvests. But at 
least in a co-op there’s upside potential shared by the laborers. 
 
“Finally, the co-operative picture shows money (wages) being distributed 
equally to all the workers. The IWW aims for the abolition of wage labour. 
And if the idea is that after a revolution everyone will have to keep 



working and just all earn the same amount of money than actually this is 
not a socialist society at all but will actually be a form of dysfunctional 
capitalism.” 
 
Socialist opposition to money isn’t realistic, because, for all the evil done 
in its name, media of exchange are key to economic specialization (and 
will continue to be until post-scarcity and the singularity are upon us). The 
central problem with capitalism is that the worker does not receive the 
full value of her labor product. How will a collectivized production system 
ensure that one is paid their due (a.k.a, justice)? The case is adroitly 
outlined by anarchist Benjamin Tucker, in “Should Labor Be Paid or Not?” 
 
In No. 121 of Liberty, criticising an attempt of Kropotkine to identify 
Communism and Individualism, I charged him with ignoring the real 
question whether Communism will permit the individual to labor 
independently, own tools, sell his labor or his products, and buy the labor 
or products of others. In Herr Most’s eyes this is so outrageous that, in 
reprinting it, he puts the words the labor of others in large black type. 
Most being a Communist, he must, to be consistent, object to the purchase 
and sale of anything whatever; but why he should particularly object to 
the purchase and sale of labor is more than I can understand. Really, in 
the last analysis, labor is the only thing that has any title to be bought or 
sold. Is there any just basis of price except cost? And is there anything that 
costs except labor or suffering (another name for labor)? 
 
Labor should be paid! Horrible, isn’t it? Why, I thought that the fact that it 
is not paid was the whole grievance. Unpaid labor has been the chief 
complaint of all Socialists, and that labor should get its reward has been 
their chief contention. Suppose I had said to Kropotkine that the real 
question is whether Communism will permit individuals to exchange their 
labor or products on their own terms. Would Herr Most have been so 
shocked? Would he have printed that in black type? Yet in another form I 
said precisely that. 
www.zcommunications.org 
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The War on Wages and The Road to Bangladesh 

 

In the name of competitiveness, the criminal conditions that led to the deaths and injuries of 

thousands of workers in Bangladesh, are being created around the world in a race to lower 

wages and working conditions  
Bill Black interviewed by Jessica Desvarieux from the Real News Network 3 May 2013  
 
JESSICA DESVARIEUX, PRODUCER, TRNN: Welcome to The Real News Network. I'm Jessica 
Desvarieux in Baltimore. And welcome to this edition of the Bill Black report. 
 
Bill Black is an associate professor of economics and law at the University of Missouri-Kansas City. 
He is a white-collar criminologist and former financial regulator. He is the author of The Best Way 
to Rob a Bank Is to Own One and a regular contributor to The Real News. 
 
Thanks for joining us, Bill. 
 
BILL BLACK, ASSOC. PROF. ECONOMICS AND LAW, UMKC: Thank you. 
 
DESVARIEUX: So, Bill, today marks--is May 1, which marks May Day, of course. What sort of news do 
you have for us related to workers rights? 
 
BLACK: Well, a demonstration of how critical those rights have been to working people. So we're 
talking today about the terrible loss of not only life but thousands of people maimed in the collapse 
of the factory in Bangladesh and the fact that this isn't some, you know, random act of God, but a 
combination of crime, it appears, from the top of the organization and good old physics, that 
building a building in what used to be a swamp without very special construction techniques is 
inherently unsound and likely to lead to terrible loss of life. 
 
DESVARIEUX: Okay. And you mentioned, though, that there was a road in getting to Bangladesh. I 
mean, there have been incidents like this in the past. I mean, the number of people who were 
killed, we're talking about 400-plus people, and the number of those injured could be--are 
definitely in the hundreds, even thousands, perhaps. How did we get here? It's not just one morning 
we woke up and there were these types of conditions in garment factories. What is really the 
driving force behind them [crosstalk] 
 
BLACK: No, you're quite right. That is the fundamental question. And I have been writing about it. 
And, of course, we're trying to urge policy changes to prevent this kind of thing.  
 
As we speak, the latest numbers are over 400 confirmed dead, 2,500 injured, and many of those 
injuries are very severe. And, in fact, three of the recent deaths have been of people in hospital. 
But many amputations--the usual type of thing when you have the collapse of a heavy structure. 
And a list of 1,300 missing. Now, that list probably has many duplicates, so we are hopeful that 
there aren't an additional 1,000-plus people dead, but we don't know. In any event, it's just the 
latest tragedy within Bangladesh.  
 
And, of course, it's again not some random tragedy. These are acts of crime by people who profit--
not from the collapse, but from having cheap buildings and having workers that are suppressed to 
the point that the Pope, as we--you know, just hours before we spoke, the Pope said that these 
workers were living in conditions that he equated to modern slavery. So some of the workers were 
getting EUR 38 a month. Now, that is almost exactly the definition of what the United Nations calls 
extreme poverty. So these are people who are fully employed, often working substantial overtime, 



and with all that employment they are in extreme poverty. And that's become the norm. And that's 
why I dub this process the road to Bangladesh.  
 
And in the European context this has come up recently, because the euro, as we've talked about in 
the past, doesn't provide any good means of responding when your nation is caught in a severe 
recession or great depression. And so what Germany is imposing on the periphery of Europe is a 
combination of austerity, which makes the recession much worse, and a demand for what they call 
labor reform. And, of course, reform sounds like a good word, but it's mostly designed to make it 
far easier to fire people so that you can lower working-class wages very substantially and force the 
workers into ever deeper price competition with each other.  
 
And so, you know, I've been to Ireland and Spain and Italy and such. And in Ireland, there the whole 
strategy is to lower working-class wages to the point that they can out-compete the Spanish. But 
the Spanish are trying to lower wages for Spanish workers to the point that they can out-compete 
Portugal, which is trying to lower wages to out-compete southern Italy, which is lowering wages to 
try to out-compete Greece, which is lowering its wages to try to out-compete Turkey.  
 
And the result of all of this dynamic is that you end up in a Bangladesh-like circumstance where 
even if people are fully employed, they're in extreme poverty, where you pit the poor against the 
poor so that they can't insist on safe dwellings. This is, you know, a building collapse that's caused 
more losses, but the fires in Bangladesh, again in garment factories, have killed hundreds recently 
as well. And it's the usual thing. You find that the fire codes aren't enforced, the key exit doors are 
locked, supposedly to stop theft. If anybody's familiar with the Triangle fire in the United States, 
we're recreating these conditions in much of Bangladesh.  
 
And two things that--I warned about this dynamic in a group, a conference, an economics 
conference in Ireland in November 2012 called Kilkenomics. And my copanelist said, what are you 
talking about? You're crazy. Bangladesh is the great success story of rapid economic growth. If we're 
putting Greece on the road to Bangladesh, then that's great for Greece. And so you get an idea of 
how really criminogenic these kinds of theoclassical economic dogmas are, where they don't see 
anything as to what's happening at the level of the people. They see the profits of the businesses, 
and they think, that's great.  
 
And the second one was--I did the keynote speech, this Public Eye Award, which is a shaming 
award, for Goldman Sachs. And this is--the Berne Declaration and Greenpeace Switzerland do this 
annually, and they do it in Davos, which is the site of the World Economic Forum. Well, it turns out 
the World Economic Forum is this very right-wing group of business types, and they have a supposed 
scale that talks about whether a country is competitive. And other even more right-wing folks have 
ones that call it freedom. But the World Bank has something called the Doing Business index. And 
all three of these things share a common theme, which is, if you comply with the International 
Labour Organization, the ILO, standards to protect workers from, you know, being killed at work, 
which you would think could be a noncontroversial thing, thing you're a bad place. You're a bad 
nation. You're not competitive. It's not a good place to do business. It's a place where you're denied 
economic freedom if you are protected from bosses like in Bangladesh, who deliberately build on a 
swamp and then bribe officials, allegedly, to get the building done, and then tell you, even when 
the cracks appear in the foundational pillars, that it's nothing, the plaster is just, you know, 
rupturing a little and the building's perfectly safe, and they tell you, go back and work or we will 
dock your wages. 
 
So that dynamic, which is at the level even of an associate enterprise of the World Bank, is steadily 
pushing--those indexes are used in the parliaments of all these nations to say, see? See? This is a 
race, and we've got to win the race. And the way you win the race is to destroy worker protections. 



And the result is this dynamic. You create what we call a Gresham's dynamic, where bad ethics 
drives good ethics out of the marketplace, what happens when people who cheat gain an advantage 
in the marketplace.  
 
And, of course, it's cheaper to not even buy the land. The person who supposedly own the land it is 
alleged actually stole the land in this case. But it's cheaper not to use appropriate construction 
materials. It's cheaper, of course, to buy swamp land than regular land, because, after all, you 
can't build in swamp land, except that he did.  
 
And all of these things, when they produce this race to the bottom, what they fundamentally do--
you know, people are used to thinking this as just money. But what you do is put every worker in 
that building's life at deadly peril. And it's not a question of if; it's simply a question of how many 
people will die if we allow these kind of perverse standards to continue. 
 
So the very first thing we need to do is get rid of and completely discredit these so-called--these 
three indexes that push people to repudiate ILO standards of safety, and we need to substitute a 
competition in integrity for this competition in laxity that is literally lethal.  
 
In--if any of our viewers who've studied economics, these--what we're talking about is markets for 
lemons, very poor quality goods, in this case a factory. The literature on lemons typically just talks 
about it as a loss of money, but when you build a lemon of a building, you kill people. And this isn't 
the only place. This happens through much of the world where there's significant seismic risk, 
earthquakes, in other words. They bribe the building inspectors. Often the building codes are very 
good, but it's cheaper to build a building without appropriate rebar, with thinner concrete, etc., 
etc., etc. And those buildings collapse. And, of course, the saying among people that study 
earthquakes is that earthquakes don't kill people; buildings kill people. 
 
DESVARIEUX: Absolutely. Well, thanks for joining us, Bill. 
 
BLACK: Thank you. 
 
DESVARIEUX: Thank you for joining us on The Real News Network 
therealnews.com 
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Climate funds - First Come, Least Served 
Khadija Sharife 2 May 2013 



  
As the debate on climate change continues, the impacts of pollution on 
vulnerable continents, have been brought to the fore. The most pressing 
case is Africa, a continent located on the frontline of climate devastation.  
 
The African Development Bank's head of climate change, Anthony Nyong, 
has said that the continent will soon require $40bn per annum to counter 
hostile climates, including $30bn in adaptation, and $10bn in mitigation. 
 
Unfortunately, such requests, lobbied via the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), is bound to fail. Hard numbers 
reveal that between 2004 and 2011, just $132 million in adaptation funds 
had been received. 
 
The trillions in outstanding ecological debt and reparations - 
conservatively calculated by ecological economists at the University of 
California, Berkeley - owed by polluting regimes were swiftly dismissed by 
the European Union and US. In its place came the slippery language of 
neutral and depoliticised voluntary assistance, eliding accountability. 
 
But the focus on figures and other labels pasted across the marketing of 
COP (facilitating the conceptual build-up of change) overlooks a greater 
systemic problem: the lethal, 'invisibilised' undertows that shape ecological 
markets. 
 
This is quite clear, as the guiding principles of the UNFCCC do not 
recognise intrinsic value – value for ecologies in their own right, as living 
systems. The necessity of changing the relationship between humans and 
ecologies based on higher value systems is ignored. 
 
Rather it merely formulates and locates recycled solutions as equity, based 
on economic utility or cost benefit analysis of ecosystems. 
 
Given this narrative, the push from green capitalism to appropriate and 
privatize, as properties, ecosystems including forests, land, air, water, as 
tradeable commodities, is par for the course. 
 
Nature, the final frontier, is transformed into an abstract market through 
commodification and financialisation – not merely as a resource, but in its 
very construction. 
 
Yet, instead of resolving problems, we are merely deepening and 
enhancing the same. Sure, these green roadmaps would be, in theory, 
located in the context of rights. 
 
But rights are sometimes only paper thin. Even the much lauded South 
African Constitution has an 'escape clause' (Section 36) rendering the rights 
landscape vulnerable ideological valuation systems. 
 
To contain, hollow and reshape institutions advocating for climate 'justice', 
the role of climate funding for impacted nations has been acknowledged, 
devoid of any political accountability. 
 
Yet this recognised vehicle of addressing imbalances in depleted and 
damaged global ecological resources has been located in a logic used by 
the advocacy groups that reproduces the power of the polluters. 
 
For this reason, the logic of monetised reparations eliding changes to 
systemic flaws prevents advocacy movements from effecting real change. 
It can even be argued that the very money used by advocacy movements 



co-opts the imagining of solutions, limited within acceptable 'deliverables' 
or outputs that work well in events (and 'eventising' change), but far less 
so in the world of those impacted. 
 
Such damaged resources mainly consist of the 'GDP of the poor' – a term 
coined by former banker and the man largely credited with putting natural 
capital 'invoiced-utilities' on the map, Pavan Sukhdev. 
 
Climate funding is perceived to arrive through the financial vehicle known 
as the Green Climate Fund (GCF), a financial mechanism of the UNFCCC, 
tabled at $100bn annually. 
 
Yet, following Durban's COP17, and Qatar's COP18, the source of funding 
defined as being from "a wide variety of sources, public and private, 
bilateral and multilateral, including alternative sources of finance" has yet 
to be clarified in terms of how and when resources would be mobilised, 
and the relative share of each polluting nation. 
 
But what is the quality of this fund? 
 
Whilst the Green Climate Fund (GCF) was theoretically proposed to give 
developing countries and national institutions more of an equal voice, the 
concept of a private sector facility within the fund has been prioritised for 
its 2013 roadmap. 
 
This is said to enable it "directly and indirectly finance private sector 
mitigation and adaptation activities at the national, regional and 
international levels." 
 
The GCF has yet to identify public sources of funding, though it is assumed 
that the facility will act as a scale-up tool for private sector funding. This 
bears similarity to the AfDB's claims that for every $1 invested from the 
GCF, $4 has been attracted via co-financing. 
 
But is the facility the inverse of direct access? 
 
The concept driving it is the idea of leveraging private finance to 'move' 
US$1trn. The model proposed is the World Bank's private sector lending 
arm, the International Finance Corporation (IFC). 
 
Assessments of the IFC investments found less than 29 percent flowed to 
the poorest countries; and almost 40 percent went to Brazil, India, Russia, 
China and Turkey. 
 
The Bank's own Independent Evaluation Group found that just 13 percent 
of investments had an 'explicit focus on the poor,' while just 2.4 percent 
was invested in small and medium business in low income countries, with 
all funds flowing through a financial intermediary funds (FIF). 
 
The use of FIFs as leveraging vehicles for the private sector remains a 
threat, though it is ardently backed by polluting regimes. Many of these 
FIFs are located in tax havens. 
 
29 of the 35 Norway's Norfund vehicles are based in tax havens, such as 
Mauritius, the Cayman Islands, Delaware (US), Luxembourg and Panama. 
The same can be applied to others, including 7 of 12 funds belonging to 
the European Investment Bank (EIB). 
 
Once donors disburse funds, the pledge is considered 'fulfilled' whether or 
not the funds reach the African country. 



 
These FIFs are rarely monitored from the way in which funds are used, as 
no accountability is required from the period of deposit to disbursement – 
hence the flagrant use of tax havens. 
 
It means that the entities using the funds are out of sight and impossible to 
accountably track. The nature of investments and other important 
concerns – such as inflated costs, mis-pricing, fictive investments, money 
laundering – are uncertain. 
 
Civil society critics like Bobby Peek claim that few FIFs align projects with 
the needs of developing countries. 
 
According to the World Bank, FIFs account for the largest share of funds 
held in trust by the Bank, doubling during the past five years. The Bank 
currently acts as a trustee for 18 FIFs, with 32 percent of value primarily 
related to environment and www.theafricareport.com 
 
The Clean Technology Fund (CTF), one of the Bank's climate FIFs described 
as crucial for leveraging power, attracts $6 for every $1 in co-financing: 
$35 billion from $4.4 billion, with 30 percent from the private sector, 
claims  
 
www.climateinvestmentfunds.org  
 
Curiously, of the $1.5 billion approved for projects in Africa, no funds have 
allegedly been disbursed in Africa. 
 
One member of the African Development Bank (AfDB) informed me that 
while African governments were labeled opaque, some of the financial 
workings of the EU and other bodies, were similarly veiled. 
 
"Financial intermediaries in the last 15 years, of generic development 
finance and more recently in climate finance, have been characterised by 
deficits in accountability, transparency, and responsiveness and have 
demonstrated inadequate safeguarding standards," said Dr Sarah Bracking, 
from the University of Manchester's School of Environment and 
Development, columnist at [I]The Africa Report[/I]. 
 
She strongly backed the concept of direct access and ownership. "FIFs tend 
to absorb excessive fees, remuneration and payments as joint 
shareholders, all of which represent an unacceptable loss to the funders of 
climate finance, and recipients. 
 
"With a large Secretariat envisaged for the new Green climate fund, 
decisions should be in-house, reducing the costs of administration and 
financing overheads," stated Bracking, author of Money and Power (Pluto). 
 
But not all self-reported funds were invested in climate-related purposes. 
Of the $23.6bn – $34bn in self-reported donor funds related to Fast-Start 
Financing, mainly from Japan (40 percent), the US (22 percent) and the EU 
(28 percent), just $3bn was found to be 'additional', and less clear, how 
much is 'new'. Africa took a big chunk of expected value from FSF – 
between 19 percent - 26 percent. 
 
But how much materialized and what was the intent behind the capital? 
 
Japan, for instance, funded almost $3bn in coal-fired plants and other 
fossil-fuel intensive projects (Indonesia, Brazil). Mitigation financing came 
chiefly in the form of loans, export credits and loan guarantees, while 



adaptation allegedly accounted for less than 25 percent. 
 
In Africa, countries like Tunisia received climate funding from Italy to 
install military surveillance along the coast, allegedly to prevent migrants 
from penetrating EU shores. 
 
As much as 48 percent of Africa's climate funding from FSF, is estimated to 
have arrived in the form of loans, despite 40 percent or more of total FSF 
capital packaged as grants. 
 
Of the $1.97bn pledged to the largest projects in Africa, nine related to 
mitigation and eight were loans. 
 
Already pledged funds – such as Official Development Assistance and 
Global Environment Facility, via countries including US, Norway, among 
others – were perceived as repackaged, neither new nor additional. This 
included $10bn in the case of Japan's $13bn.  
 
Moving away from FSF, figures from the AfDB, about the global financial 
landscape, reveal that while adaptation is the main concern for Africa and 
other nations, it is mitigation - a profit-rich sector that sees to the 
transformation of economies from high to low carbon, that received 100 
percent of private sector funding. 
 
This funding constitute more than 50 percent of all climate funding. 
 
'Offsets' were also 100 percent directly invested in mitigation, while just 3 
percent of fund and multilateral value flowed to adaptation. 
 
In total, just 5 percent of total global climate funding went to adaptation – 
helping African economies come to terms with ruined and depleted 
ecologies. 
 
This was to sustain and protect ecologies described by the head of UNEP's 
Green Economy report - Sukhdev, as comprising 45-90 percent of the GDP 
of the poor in some developing countries. 
 
Ultimately, Africa pays the price for parasitical and free-riding behaviour, 
more so when the financial sector hijacks the path towards which 
developing nations will access the funding, by using public funds for 
private investor interests. 
 
For African countries, it is first come, least and last served. 
www.theafricareport.com 

 

May Day - a history of working class struggles  

 
 

 
 

Rob Sewell 2 May 2013 
 
As millions of workers and youth take to the streets world-wide to 
celebrate May Day as a day of international working class solidarity, we 
need to reassess our common objectives in the light of a growing world 
crisis of capitalism. Originally written in 2001. 
 
As millions of workers and youth take to the streets world-wide to 
celebrate May Day as a day of international working class solidarity, we 
need to reassess our common objectives in the light of a growing world 



crisis of capitalism. 
 
May Day Demonstration in Stockholm, Sweden, 1899 For over 100 years, 
tens of millions have expressed their determination again and again to rid 
the world of oppression, war and poverty. The victory of the Russian 
working class in October 1917 marked an enormous advance in the struggle 
for the socialist transformation of society. It represented a beacon to the 
workers internationally. 
 
Today, internationalism has never been so relevant. With the collapse of 
Stalinism and the wholesale conversion of the Russian bureaucracy to 
capitalism, US imperialism has become the dominant reactionary force on 
the planet. However, this colossus has dynamite built into its foundations, 
as it is forced to intervene repeatedly against the oppressed peoples of the 
world. 
 
As global capitalism extends its fields of exploitation, so workers are 
forced to organise to defend themselves from the Philippines to South 
Africa, from South Korea to Argentina. In Britain, following the avalanche 
of job cuts over the last few months, the closure of the Motorola plant in 
Bathgate, West Lothian, with the loss of over 3,000 jobs, is the latest 
attack on workers by international capital. But this is the thin edge of the 
wedge. Already 100,000 jobs have been lost in the telecommunications 
sector as profits plunge and investment grinds to a halt. The gyrations on 
the world's stock markets are a reflection of the crisis affecting world 
capitalism. 
 
Increasingly, as the crisis develops, workers need to arm themselves with a 
programme that can answer their needs and aspirations. In doing so they 
need to reclaim May Day's tradition of struggle. May Day itself was born out 
of struggle. The fight for the 8-hour working day in the United States in 
the 1880s was the issue that gave birth to May Day as International Labour 
Day. In 1884 the Convention of the Federation of Organised Trades raised a 
resolution that was to act as a beacon to the whole working class: 'that 8 
hours shall constitute a legal days labour from and after 1st May 1886.' This 
call was taken up by the Labour movement with the creation of Eight Hour 
Leagues, which rung significant concessions out of the bosses, and 
witnessed the doubling of trade union membership. 
 
Following a 25,000 1st May rally in Chicago, the bosses were determined to 
crush the militant movement. Police shot and killed for workers on a 
picket line two days later. However, a bomb thrown by an agent 
provocateur killed seven police, who responded by shooting several 
workers and injuring hundreds more. In the following weeks, the police 
carried out systematic raids on strikers and trade unionists, breaking up 
meetings with violence. Workers' leaders were framed and sentenced to 
death, but was later commuted to life imprisonment. 
 
Starting with the Chicago tragedy of May 1886, which became known 
thereafter as international workers day, workers representatives set up 
the Second International in 1889, under the banner of workers' 
internationalism. A key resolution of the Congress was that on every May 
Day workers in every country would strike and demonstrate for the 8-hour 
day. 
 
On 1st May 1890 workers struck all over Europe, with 100,000 
demonstrating in Barcelona, 120,000 in Stockholm, 8,000 in Warsaw, while 
thousands stayed at home in Austria and Hungary where demonstrations 
were banned. Strikes spread throughout Italy and France. Ten workers 
were shot dead in Northern France. In the words of the Austrian social 



democratic leader, Adler, "Entire layers of the working class with which we 
would otherwise have made no contact, have been shaken out of their 
lethargy." 
 
In Britain and Germany, huge demonstrations were held on the Sunday 
following. Despite a failure to demonstrate on May Day, their importance 
was not lost on Frederick Engels, who had witnessed the political lull 
amongst the British Labour movement since the great Chartists days of the 
1840s: "more than 100,000 in a column, on 4th May 1890, the English 
working class joined up in the great international army, its long winter 
sleep broken at last. The grandchildren of the old Chartists are entering 
the line of battle." 
 
Since this time, many workers have died whilst demonstrating for an 8-
hour day. Many years of working class struggle and resistance have 
followed and we proudly celebrate them on this date. But this is not 
enough! 
 
Unfortunately for our class, we still bound by the chains of world 
capitalism. The workers have attempted repeatedly to change society, but 
have been held back by their leaders. That is why today, as socialists, we 
do not just celebrate class resistance but also acknowledge the scandalous 
role played by the trade union and Labour leadership. They have become 
'the labour lieutenants of capital', only interested in 'sweet heart' deals 
and agreements with the bosses, to the detriment of the workers they 
supposed to represent. 
 
In Britain, May Day has been largely ignored by the leadership of the 
official movement, in its search for respectability and class collaboration. 
At best, only lip service is paid to solidarity or internationalism. As a 
result, today's unions are failing to fight back effectively for our class. 
 
The fight to regenerate the Labour and trade union movement is linked to 
the struggle for socialist policies. The Labour Party was created a century 
ago to represent the interests of the working class in parliament. 
Unfortunately, it has been taken over by the Blairites who want to turn it 
into a capitalist party. It is up to the rank and file, especially of the 
unions, to clear out the right wing and take back the party. 
 
However, a clear alternative to capitalist policies must be put forward 
within side the workers' movement. No to class collaboration! No to Tory 
polices! For a Labour government on a socialist programme! 
 
Only by taking over the "commanding heights" of the economy, the 
monopolies, banks and insurance companies, under democratic workers' 
control and management, can society be run, not in the interests of the 
millionaires profits, but for the needs of working people who create the 
wealth of society. 
 
The future of today's Labour movement lies in the hands of its rank and file 
membership. We must begin to reclaim May Day's hidden past in an effort 
to create a real fighting alternative. Whether you are working, studying, or 
on the dole, May Day is OUR day! In the words of the Communist 
Manifesto: 'Workers of the World Unite!' 
www.marxist.com 

 

EU austerity budget – cuts, cuts, cuts 



 
 

 
 

Irish Presidency brought unprecedented levels of cuts to the EU budget. 
Paul Murphy MEP and Kevin Henry, Socialist Party (CWI Ireland), first 
published in the Irish Left Review 30 April 2013 
 
The Irish government has made much of the fact that it now holds the EU 
Presidency, chairing meetings of the European Council. It has been proudly 
proclaiming success in negotiating a new EU budget for 2014 to 2020 (the 
so-called Multiannual Financial Framework – MFF). What they don’t say, 
however, that in the position of Presidency, they are pursuing the same 
austerity policies that they implement in Ireland – imposing unprecedented 
levels of cuts to the EU budget.  
 
Two weeks ago the European Parliament voted for a resolution that 
rejected, in its current form, the proposed MFF. The proposal comes from 
the February summit of the EU Council and was a product of horse trading 
and negotiations between the EU’s 27 heads of state.  
 
This Summit was presented as showdown between Hollande on the one 
hand and Merkel and Cameron on the other. In reality, it was a discussion 
on how far to stick the knife into workers and poor people, with Herman 
Van Rompuy, backed up by the Irish Presidency, presenting a draft 
proposal for a second round of cuts. This was then amended to reflect the 
various political pressures on the heads of states. Despite these competing 
pressures, all heads of states feared an open conflict over the EU budget 
that would rattle the markets at a time they seemed to be calming. They 
also no doubt feared such open division could give confidence to workers 
and those opposed to austerity that they face a divided enemy and give 
impetus to new struggles.  
 
The Council however, was not a meeting of equals and those who wanted 
more cuts won out. Countries’ rebates (repayment of funds) were largely 
protected and Denmark was granted a rebate for the first time. This 
resulted in a proposed budget with a figure of €960 billion, which amounts 
to 3% of cuts and this was just the upper limit of financial commitments, 
the summit also agreed only €908 billion in actual payment obligations.  
 
Socialist Approach to EU cuts  
The cuts to the overall budget however only tell part of the story. The 
nature of the programmes proposed also have to be examined. This can 
only be done in a limited way at present as the details of the various 
headings still have to be broken down by the Commission. In doing so, the 
approach of socialists is a million miles removed from those 
representatives of big business who have attacked the “backward looking 
nature of the budget” – code for saying cuts should be placed elsewhere.  
 
Likewise our approach is at odds with who those who oppose the cuts in 
the budget because it weakens the EU project or the “EU’s political 
priorities.” Our approach is to fight to defend those aspects of the budget 
which are of genuine assistance to working class people while opposing 
hand-outs to big business and funding for anti-social projects such as the 
armaments industry and the militarisation of Europe’s borders.  
 
Globalisation Adjustment Fund 
The five main headings in the Budget cover a broad range of issues and the 
various programmes still have to broken down by the Commission. The 
funding for those larger programs outside the main framework of the 
budget demonstrates what these cuts will mean. For example, the 
European Solidarity Fund which is used to provide assistance to EU member 



states when large-scale disasters occur has been cut by 50%.  
 
The cuts to the Globalisation Adjustment Fund are also illustrative of the 
anti-worker nature of this budget. This fund, which offers extremely 
limited and delayed support to workers and communities including Dell and 
Talktalk workers in Ireland who suffer mass layoffs, will be cut by 70%. 
This programme has faced sustained attack in the course of the crisis with 
the rules making it harder for this fund to be accessed. Now they are using 
the discussion on the new budget framework to brutally cut it.  
 
“A toolkit to help growth and jobs?”  
It has been repeated that this is a budget for “growth and jobs.” Eammon 
Gilmore for example has stated that this budget is a “major part of the 
EU’s toolkit to help growth and jobs.” They point to the increased funding 
of €34.1 billion to the heading “Competiveness for Growth and Jobs” as 
justification for this optimism. However, compared to the Commission 
proposal there is a massive reduction in funding to the tune of €38.7 
billion, reflecting the pressure from some member states not to cut other 
headings as brutally.  
 
Infrastructural projects have received much less funding than expected. 
The Connecting Europe Facility which is tasked with developing transport, 
energy and the digital sector has been cut from €73 billion to €29 billion. 
Particularly hit is the funding for transport and the development of 
broadband which on the Council proposal will receive one billion euros 
compared to the Commission proposal for €9.2 billion.  
 
Other capital intensive projects have also been brought into this heading 
rather than being funded separately. Socialists have concerns about the 
nature of some of these projects and we argue for a ban on such projects 
being used for military purposes. Their inclusion in this heading also serves 
to artificially boost the figures as the total funding left over for other 
projects is €92 billion, with an upper limit set at €125 billion .  
 
This includes Horizon 2020 – funding for research, hailed by the Irish 
Presidency as important for growth. But it is now only expected to receive 
€71 billion compared to the €80 billion asked for by the Commission and 
€100 billion asked for by the Parliament. It will also include part of the 
funding for ‘Erasmus for all’, which is expected to be at the same level as 
its predecessor or have a certain increase.  
 
However, in previous years, even that amount not been enough to 
maintain these programmes throughout the year. In 2011 and 2012, for 
example, extra money had to come from other projects to cover costs. 
They also merged several Erasmus and training programs together to form 
the new ‘Erasmus for All’ which will face increased pressure to maintain 
the various aspects of training that have been provided in the past.  
 
Cohesion funds: From Carrot to Stick!  
The argument that this is a growth budget is particular undermined by the 
cuts to Cohesion Funds, which will see a decrease of €30 billion when 
compared to the previous MFF. This is simply a cut in funding to poorer 
parts of the EU. Some have argued that the cuts to cohesion funds should 
be allocated on the basis of richer countries not receiving anything for 
their poorer regions. Some, including the British Tories, have called for 
cuts to cohesion funding to be applied to the ‘richer’ countries; in reality 
this would mean that poorer areas in countries such as Spain, Italy or 
Ireland would not be able to access these funds.  
 
In this heading is also included the proposal for funding to tackle youth 



unemployment, whereby countries with a youth unemployment rate above 
25% will receive a portion of the €6 billion set aside from cohesion funds 
and the European Social Fund. In reality this is a PR exercise. The main 
role of the European Social Fund is to tackle unemployment and the main 
role of Cohesion Funds is to tackle inequality within the European Union. 
The amount itself is relatively small compared to the €21 billion advocated 
as necessary by the Independent Labour Organisation.  
 
All the heads of states in the Council have done is allocated money that is 
meant to deal with unemployment to specifically with youth 
unemployment. There is no new money involved! Worse still, there is a risk 
this could be used to push so-called ‘activation programmes’ like 
JobBridge in Ireland which provide a cheap source of labour for big 
companies and do nothing to create real jobs.  
 
Other items in this heading includes funding for the PEACE 4 programme 
and money allocated to Northern Ireland for the community sector. 
Despite the recent sectarian tensions, this money has been cut by €75 
million and is now down to €150 million for the seven year period.  
 
Macroeconomic Conditionality  
These funds, with the exception of those to tackle youth unemployment 
are now tied to ‘Macroeconomic Conditionality’. This is yet another 
extension of the authoritarian neo-liberal approach that increasingly 
characterises the approach of the European Commission in particular. 
Now, cohesion funds will be used as yet another weapon to try to push 
austerity and right-wing economic policies across Europe.  
 
With ‘conditionality’, the EU Commission will have the power to intervene 
to stop funds for project if the feel the government isn’t meeting certain 
criteria including being in “excessive deficit”. This can be only overturned 
by the European Council voting against this recommendation with a 
qualified majority, i.e. needing the opposition of the larger countries. The 
purpose is clearly to further institutionalise neo-liberal policies across the 
EU as a whole, particularly for those countries who aren’t affected by 
other measures such as the Fiscal Treaty.  
 
“A green budget?” 
The main bulk of the budget cuts are from the Common Agricultural Policy. 
Here there is a proposed €37.8bn in cuts, that will mean by 2020, CAP will 
amount to 27% of the EU budget compared to being over 40% at present. 
This has been hailed by some as demonstrating that the budget is a 
forward-looking budget.  
 
Socialists of course opposes the massive hand-outs to big agri-business and 
landlords, for example the Queen of England, who received €0.5 million in 
CAP payments in 2009. Currently 80% of direct payments go to just 20% of 
farmers. However, by and large the cuts in CAP will not affect them but 
will add to the failure of the European institutions and governments to 
deal with both the environmental crisis and the crisis in rural communities 
at a time when 34% of farming households in Ireland are now classified as 
economically vulnerable. We have dealt with the effects of the cuts to CAP 
elsewhere.  
 
The environmental issues are not limited to the cuts in CAP. The final 
conclusions document of the summit states that 2O% will be allocated for 
action on climate change. However, in reality little is really being 
committed to the fight against climate change except the maintenance of 
the LIFE+ program, a programme that co-finances environmental projects.  
 



Another issue linked with agriculture is the question of food aid. The 
amount of food aid distributed to people in Europe has reached levels not 
been seen since World War II. In Spain alone at least one million people 
are receiving food aid from the Red Cross. This hasn’t stopped the Council 
proposing cuts to the European Food Aid Program, a programme launched 
to support the most deprived people. The €500 million annual budget will 
be reduced to €300 million from 2014 to 2020 and will affect over 18 
million people.  
 
Fortress Europe  
The next two main headings in the budget labelled ‘Security and 
Citizenship” and “Global Europe” both receive increases in funding. From 
the point of view of the Council, the Commission and the main political 
forces in the European Parliament they have been given less attention 
because they are relatively uncontroversial. Socialists however oppose 
many items funded in these headings.  
 
For example in the “Security and Citizenship” heading, we are opposed to 
the massive funding that goes into the FRONTEX projects used to co-
ordinate the border security across the EU, creating a Fortress Europe. 
This project has come under scrutiny from a range of NGOs as it has 
violated basic rights of refugees and asylum seekers. In terms of Global 
Europe, while we support the elements that are connected with genuine 
development aid, we oppose those aspects which push for EU enlargement 
and commit the “European Neighbourhood” such as North Africa to 
projects that serve the interest of European big business and not the 
ordinary people in these countries by pushing the liberalisation of markets. 
 
The final heading is administrative costs for the functioning of the EU 
institution. For legal reasons, such as commitments to pensions, the EU 
Council was unable to cut it in the way they wished. However, the increase 
that was agreed is minimal when one considers the coming enlargement of 
the EU. Political leaders have tried to portray this as cutting the bloated 
expenses in the EU – unfortunately not! In reality this is about cutting the 
wages and salaries of ordinary staff in the EU in the same way they have 
done in their countries as opposed to cutting the salaries and expenses of 
MEPs, top civil servants and commissioners.  
 
European Parliament’s Opposition  
The leaders of the European Parliament have been extremely vocal in their 
opposition to the current proposal. This was seen in the large majority for 
a resolution in the Parliament which was extremely critical and stated that 
it rejects the budget as it currently stands.  
 
There is nothing new in the idea of the European Parliament being ‘in 
conflict’ with the Council on budgetary issue. The EU has a long history of 
it. The very idea of Multiannual Budgets itself emerged from a series of 
budgetary crises following conflicts between the European Parliament and 
the Council of Ministers in the 1980s.  
 
While the Parliament and Commission do have a certain interest in larger 
EU budgets, this is in no way a principled opposition to the cuts. In reality 
they are opposed to the fact the Council has went beyond its main 
competence in terms of setting the budget headlines and funding. They 
are using the opposition in the Parliament as a leverage for negotiations, 
but it is for very limited ends including demands for a mid term review of 
the budget and maintenance of the flexibility mechanism (the ability to 
move funding not spent on one heading to another) rather than opposition 
to the cuts themselves.  
 



This of course, means that the battle to defend those necessary 
programmes must be linked with the struggle against austerity imposed by 
the troika and national governments. It is also means building a political 
and socialist alternative that can challenge the bosses’ Europe.  
www.socialistworld.net 

 

The State of the Trade Union Movement in South Africa  

 
 

 
 

Benjamin Fogel on the attempt by the South African Communist Party 
to take over the trade union movement in South Africa. 
Benjamin Fogel 29 April 2013 
 
COSATU is in the midst of the biggest crisis in its 27-year history. This crisis 
has arisen from an SACP-driven attempt to oust democratically elected 
COSATU General Secretary Zwelinzima Vavi, under the guise of corruption 
charges. The conflict’s roots are in longstanding political contradictions 
and ideological tensions between COSATU and its Alliance partners – the 
ANC and the SACP. At stake is not only the leadership of COSATU, but its 
political and moral direction. 
 
COSATU sources reveal that the anti-Vavi faction is an alliance between 
the leadership of the National Union of Mineworkers (NUM) and elements 
of the South African Democratic Teachers Union, the Police and Prisons 
Civil Rights Union, and the National Education, Health and Allies Workers 
Union. COSATU President Sidomu Dlamini leads this faction, which is in all 
likelihood driven by SACP General Secretary Blade Nzimande and ANC 
General Secretary Gwede Mantashe. 
 
Vavi’s allies are in the National Union of Metalworkers of South Africa 
(NUMSA), the Food and Allied Workers Union, the South African 
Commercial and Catering and Allied Workers Union, the Democratic Nurses 
Organisation of South Africa, the South African Clothing and Textile 
Workers Union and some smaller affiliates. He is also supported by neutral 
unions wanting to resist measures that might lead to a split. Most 
importantly, the majority of shop stewards in the federation largely 
oppose moves to oust him. 
 
Another battle is ongoing between COSATU’s two most sizable affiliates, 
NUM and NUMSA, who represent opposing political and union traditions. 
NUM represents a COSATU tradition focused on securing a closer working 
relationship with the ANC. NUMSA is the descendent of COSATU’s 
‘workerist tendencies’ , focused on building democratic worker power on 
the shopfloor and critical of aligning unions too closely with the ANC. The 
tension between NUM and NUMSA has intensified as NUM’s popularity has 
reached an all-time low. 
 
The anti-Vavi campaign 
Vavi has been perhaps the most consistent and incisive critic of the Zuma 
administration’s political trajectory within the Alliance. His condemnation 
of a ‘predatory elite’, criticism of the Nkandla project, attacks on the 
SACP’s decay and his own anti-corruption initiatives have not made him 
popular among the Alliance’s new paranoid and patronage-ridden ruling 
faction, which views his open debate and critical analysis as tantamount to 
rejection of the Alliance. 
 
The weapon used by the campaign against Vavi has been leaks to the 
media, including allegations that he sold COSATU’s old building in 



Johannesburg for R10-million less than its market value and awarded a 
tender to a company that employed his step-daughter. No proof has been 
produced, yet journalists have become complicit in factional politics by 
uncritically publishing ‘stories’ based on anonymous allegations. 
 
A three-pronged inquiry into Vavi’s affairs has been set up: labour lawyer 
Charles Nupen heads up a political commission, former SAMWU president 
Petrus Mashishi will look into ‘organisational matters’ and Sizwe Ntsaluba-
Gobodo will assess COSATU’s administration and finances. The inquiry will 
report back before the next CEC meeting in May. 
 
Tellingly, the anti-Vavi campaign has so far been conducted behind closed 
doors, in typical SACP manner. Vavi’s power, on the other hand, relies on 
his ability to appeal directly to rank and file COSATU members. His 
greatest defence against the political witch-hunt lies in his capacity to 
mobilise workers and shop stewards. 
 
Ironically, it is Vavi’s former allies in the 2008 deal to bring Zuma to power 
who have turned against him. The deal was designed to ‘overturn the 1996 
class project’ – the ANC’s lusty embrace of neoliberal macroeconomic 
policy. Although, without COSATU, Zuma might be sitting in a prison cell 
instead of the Union Buildings, COSATU has lost almost all the significant 
battles it has engaged in since Zuma’s 2009 election (from the youth wage 
subsidy to e-tolling and the attempt to ban labour brokering). 
 
The SACP and COSATU 
Veteran trade unionist Dirk Hartford told Amandla! that the crisis is rooted 
in the SACP’s longstanding desire to control the trade union movement by 
deploying its cadres in leading positions, thus centralising power in the 
hands of party leadership. This battle between the dominant Stalinist 
current in the SACP and diverse independent political currents has been 
ongoing since the 1980s. 
 
The balance of forces in the COSATU leadership and CEC (Central 
Executive Committee) now favours the anti-Vavi, pro-SACP faction, despite 
the lack of popularity of COSATU President Dlamini and NUM general-
secretary Frans Baleni among most COSATU workers. Vavi, on the other 
hand, retains mass support and is perceived as being willing to speak out 
of turn and put his neck on the line to defend worker interests. 
 
The SACP leadership spends much of its time protecting Zuma’s image and 
his government’s policies from perceived enemies of the party, rather than 
acting on behalf of the working class. Vavi and Irvin Jim’s critiques of 
these failures have earned them the wrath of Nzimande and Mantashe. The 
SACP receives a significant proportion of its funding from COSATU 
affiliates: for example, a few years back, NEHAWU was alleged to have 
used R20 million from membership dues to pay SACP salaries and hire 
venues for their events. 
 
Many workers critique developments like this, as this shop steward’s 
comments indicate: 
 
‘The role of the SACP has gone down. It is compromised by having 
members in Parliament. There is that reactionary clause 4.6 in the SACP 
that ensures this – which says if an SACP member is deployed by another 
organisation they are bound by the commands of that organisation. The 
SACP is in Parliament because the ANC deployed them. If the ANC takes a 
reactionary position like supporting the Youth Wage Subsidy are you then 
bound by that?’ 
 



The context of the crisis 
This crisis also reflects structural economic shifts that have led to changes 
in the composition of the working class. Resulting challenges include 
difficulties of unionising the informal sector and the growth of precarious 
labour to unions’ detriment. Furthermore, unions have failed to respond to 
the intensification of class struggle, particularly in mining and agriculture, 
often siding with employers rather than workers. 
 
COSATU’s ability to protect workers’ interests has been called into 
question. As a SADTU shop steward put it, ‘COSATU is seriously lacking in 
dealing with issues facing workers. In the current conjuncture, COSATU is 
not being militant but serving as a policy advisor of the state. Leaders are 
no longer articulating the voice of members, but their own selfish, 
material voice.’ 
 
He added, ‘The likelihood is that those divisions are linked to groups with 
material interests. Underneath all this is a politics of accumulation. Our 
leaders have joined their government. Where is [Sydney] Mufamadi? Where 
is [Jay] Naidoo? Where is [Cyril] Ramaphosa? Where was he when Marikana 
happened? They are sitting on the other side of the fence.’ 
 
Driven by workers, in 2010 the largest public sector strikes in South African 
history forced direct confrontation between government and COSATU, with 
much of COSATU leadership ‘missing in action’ and some actively trying to 
call off the strike prematurely. Workers’ fury during the strike was 
directed against Zuma and his administration, which had promised a 
government more sympathetic to the working class. Despite Vavi’s 
comment that the federation would ‘no longer give the ANC a blank 
cheque’ during elections, the Zuma government has now moved further 
away from the COSATU-backed Polokwane Resolutions. 
 
According to political analyst Steven Friedman, an obsession with ‘high 
politics’ and the ANC’s leadership wrangles has led to a lack of focus on 
labour issues and a lack of strategic direction in COSATU. Worker revolts 
directed at union leadership are hardly unique. Friedman also points out 
that workers who have left COSATU may tire of the alternatives and 
eventually return, thereby forcing COSATU affiliates to reorganise in order 
to retain membership. 
 
‘Social distancing’ – the growing gap between a rising bureaucratic caste of 
full-time shop stewards and union officials, on one hand, and the workers 
they are supposed to represent, on the other – forms a major aspect of the 
crisis. Leaders who sit in plush, air-conditioned offices and live in middle-
class suburbs are removed from the lived realities of workers. They 
increasingly lack the much-needed activist background and skills borne of 
years of struggle on the factory floor. 
 
What is lost is the culture of ‘shopfloor democracy’ that built COSATU in 
the first place. Union officials are often closer in experience and priorities 
to management than to the workers they claim to represent (although this 
certainly does not apply universally). The vast discrepancy between the 
pay packages of top union officials and average workers parallels 
inequality in the private sector as a whole. For example, NUM General 
Secretary Frans Baleni, earns some R116,000 monthly, while the average 
worker earns around R3,000. 
 
Social distancing has been a major factor in a growing number of 
breakaway unions, as union officials are simply unable or unwilling to take 
up worker’s demands. It was a key factor in last years’s mineworker strikes 
leading to the Marikana massacre. NUM has lost over 100,000 members in 



Marikana’s aftermath. Many have joined the independent Association of 
Mining and Construction Workers Union (AMCU), set to become the 
majority union in the platinum sector. Likewise, social distancing is a 
major factor in the formation of the National Transport Movement, a 
popular breakaway from the South African Transport and Allied Workers 
Union. 
 
NUM’s leadership seems to be in denial about the reasons for its loss of 
members. Even though NUM itself has quite cosy relations with mining 
conglomerates, it blames its membership losses on an elaborate conspiracy 
by mining companies using AMCU as a front to ‘destroy and dislodge the 
mineworkers by promoting another union’. 
 
COSATU, NUMSA, the NDP and neoliberalism 
For years, senior ANC officials from Joel Netshitenzhe to Gwede Mantashe 
have insisted that ‘our revolution’ (the National Democratic Revolution) is 
multi-class and cannot become ‘hostage to narrow sectoral interests’ – 
that is, it cannot display a working-class bias. This stance contradicts the 
COSATU line, based on the Freedom Charter, that the ANC should be 
biased towards the poor and working class. The ANC’s new gospel ANC is 
the National Development Plan (NSP), ‘the only game in town’ according to 
Deputy President and billionaire Cyril Ramaphosa. The NDP, however, 
much like Zuma’s presidency, can camouflage itself enough to appeal to 
many different interests. 
 
Elements of the NDP, in NUMSA General Secretary Irvin Jim’s words, 
appear to be lifted directly from DA policy documents calling for wage 
suppression and ‘market-driven growth’. According to NUMSA, the NDP is 
informed by ‘the ridiculous and false belief that South Africa’s mass 
poverty, unemployment and extreme inequalities can only be sustainably 
resolved by growing the economy’. This critique has triggered a rash of 
responses, including from arch-neoliberal Trevor Manuel, who claimed that 
Jim was possessed by an ‘infantile disorder’, and from Jessie Duarte, who 
accused NUMSA of being driven by ‘populism’. 
 
In turn, NUMSA press releases directly challenged the SACP leadership and 
its role in COSATU. In response to a letter from Jeremy Cronin, for 
example, Jim takes public aim (on politicsweb) at Cronin’s own apologetics 
and at the SACP’s attacks on NUMSA and Vavi. This document could, in 
effect, be read as a covert declaration of war on behalf of NUMSA against 
the SACP. 
 
What now? 
According to an unnamed COSATU senior official quoted in the Mail and 
Guardian, ‘Most leaders at the central executive committee level do not 
represent the views of the workers. [Vavi's] strength lies in addressing 
worker issues. Most key leaders of the federation are in the SACP politburo 
or Central Committee. They are there to mortgage the federation. They 
are not in the executive committee to represent the workers, but the 
interests of the SACP. What made matters worse was the election of key 
COSATU leaders onto the ANC national executive committee’. Despite the 
noise made about unity at the top of COSATU and many unionists’ refusal 
to comment in public about deep divides within the trade union 
federation, it is clear that it has never been more vulnerable or fractured. 
 
In Vavi’s words, ‘We cannot fight silly battles against one another when 
our house is on fire’. COSATU’s enemies are waiting like scavengers sensing 
weakness. This is a political battle and reflects an initiative taken by 
Zuma’s allies to purge the Alliance of the President’s critics in the run-up 
to next year’s national election. 



 
At the centre of this crisis is an ideological struggle for the soul of the 
workers’ movement and its future direction. Regardless of the victor, 
while COSATU continues to put the ANC’s political aims before its own this 
crisis will remain unresolved. To protect their movement, COSATU workers 
must stand up and openly resist the attempt to remove Vavi and force the 
movement to toe the party line.  
 
Benjamin Fogel is a freelance journalist, he writes about the intersection 
of politics and mass culture, labour issues and suburban alienation. 
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Saudi Arabia: A concentration camp for immigrant workers  

 
 

 
 

Yasir Irshad 26 April 2013  
 
The kingdom of Saudi Arabia, one of the foremost allies of the USA in the 
Middle East, brutally exploits its migrant workers. The visa regime keeps 
the workers in a state of permanent dependency on their employers and 
abuses are common. At the other end of the spectrum members of the 
royal family, including the king himself, are among the richest people in 
the world with billions of dollars in wealth. This contradiction has 
revolutionary implications. 
 
On the 10th February 2013 the plight of seven hundred Pakistani workers, 
who have been stranded in Saudi Arabia for a year, was highlighted when 
one of them died in an accident at work. One year ago MAPA, a Turkish 
construction company, issued visas to seven hundred Pakistani workers. 
Upon arriving in Saudi Arabia they learnt that not only their visas but also 
their signed employment agreements were bogus. The workers were 
furious with the company but due to the pro-capitalist laws of Saudi Arabia 
they had to live in the company’s camps like prisoners for a year. 
 
According to Saudi law workers can only work for the company that has 
issued the visa, otherwise they must purchase a new visa for thousands of 
dollars and are forced to leave the country and re-enter it with the new 
visa. Having been defrauded of thousands of dollars for the MAPA visas, the 
workers waited for justice from the Saudi authorities for a year. Despite 
the filing of dozens of applications against the company in the labour 
courts, the Saudi authorities took no notice. It was only after the death of 
one of the workers that the fraudulent activity was exposed. Subsequently 
Saudi officials intervened and prosecuted the company officials involved in 
the fraud and freed the workers from the labour camps. The workers were 
allowed to find work somewhere else or return home and the forged visas 
were declared legal. 
 
Exploitation 
This is just the tip of the iceberg. The sufferings of immigrant workers in 
the scorching heat of the Arabian Desert are far worse than this. The 
imperialist media is criminally silent about the barbarity of the reactionary 
Saudi regime. Saudi Arabia is the largest producer and exporter of oil in 
the world, boasting seventeen to twenty per cent of all known oil reserves. 
The petroleum industry contributes 80% of the budget revenue, 45% of GDP 
and 90% of export revenues in Saudi Arabia. Immigrants make up 60 to 67 
per cent of the total labour force and that figure rises to 90-95 per cent in 



the private sector. The majority of the foreign workers are from Pakistan, 
Bangladesh and India (1.5 million from each country) as well as from 
Egypt, Sudan and Philippines (1 million from each). There are hundreds of 
thousands of illegal immigrant workers from Yemen and many other 
countries too. 
 
According to the labour law of 1969, a visa can only be issued to a foreign 
worker through a Saudi citizen sponsor who provides a guarantee for the 
immigrant - such a Saudi citizen is called a ‘Kafeel’ in Arabic. In other 
words the Saudi government plays no role in issuing visas and thus takes no 
responsibility for the workers. As a Saudi labour minister once said “There 
are no foreign workers in our country. We have contract workers”. Due to 
the ‘Kafeel’ law, the Saudi government is indifferent to the point of 
negligence regarding the kafeels’ atrocities, while the business of buying 
and selling these visas is a very lucrative one by which the Saudi travel 
agents make millions. There are more than ten million foreign workers in 
Saudi Arabia working on visas issued by big companies. On top of that 
there are those who are employed in small and medium scale companies 
and workshops as well as workers operating on independent visas. The 
fourth and most brutally exploited section of workers is comprised of 
domestic servants. Most of the housemaids are from Indonesia, the 
Philippines, Sri Lanka and Bangladesh. These women stay imprisoned in 
their masters’ homes for years because, according to Saudi law, in order to 
go out a woman has to be accompanied by a male relative. Physical and 
sexual abuse is a routine affliction for them but according to the Sharia 
laws, a woman needs four female or two male witnesses to prove sexual 
abuse. How can these oppressed women find these witnesses? For female 
workers Saudi Arabia is a horror without end. 
 
Open Visas 
A large number of workers in Saudi Arabia have been issued with open 
visas and work for small businesses. But under Saudi Law an open visa 
cannot be issued without a Saudi sponsor (kafeel) or a company. These 
open visas are an invention of the Saudis who make millions out of the visa 
business. Of course the foreign workers themselves are content with the 
arrangement because they have the luxury of finding work for themselves 
rather than being dictated to by their sponsor. Those Saudis engaged in 
this practice navigate the law by applying for visas on the basis of 
ownership of a company that exists only on paper. These visas are then 
sold for 12,000-20,000 Riyals, along with an agreement that when the 
worker finds a job the Saudi sponsor would issue permission document so 
that the worker can get his ‘Aqama’ (residential card) and labour card 
with details of his new employment. However the worker invariably has to 
pay 2,000-4,000 Riyals to the sponsor for him to uphold his end of the 
bargain. 
 
According to Saudi law a worker cannot change his kafeel or sponsor 
company without buying a new visa. Despite this there is a big and growing 
business in the issue and transfer of open visas. Recently the Saudi 
government has been fervently implementing the law which makes it 
illegal for workers to work for someone other than their kafeel and action 
is being taken against workers who fail to do so, up to and including 
deportation. According to Saudi law every foreign worker should get a 
residential card (Aqama) and a labour card upon arrival in Saudi Arabia - 
this is the responsibility of the sponsoring company or individual. These 
cards can be renewed each year upon payment of a fee, previously 701 
Riyals but this has recently been raised to 2400. Unable to cover this 
additional cost, small and medium businesses have refused to renew the 
cards for their workers and as a result thousands of workers have become 
illegal for not having the residential card resulting in the forcible 



deportation of these people. The big companies are making the workers 
themselves pay for this increase, either partially or completely. 
 
The government has also started to implement another law which requires 
all the big private companies to ensure that at least half their workers are 
Saudi citizens otherwise they are required to pay 200 Riyals per month for 
every additional foreign worker over that amount. The government has 
divided the companies into categories. Green companies are those meeting 
the condition and Red companies are those that do not. The visas of those 
working in red companies are not being renewed. The number of such 
companies and businesses is estimated to be 250,000 and so the number of 
workers being affected by this is astronomical. Then there is a yellow 
category of companies that are required not to employ foreign workers for 
more than six years with the visas of those who have worked for more than 
six years also not being renewed. 
 
Class divide 
On the basis of the country’s huge oil wealth and the vicious exploitation 
of immigrant workers, the native Saudis had been convinced that they 
were born to live a life of luxury. But in past three to four decades, the 
rising population, a growing royal family and the plunder of the state has 
changed the situation. The Saudi royal family and their imperialist masters 
are rattled by the global crisis of 2008 and the Arab revolution. The Saudi 
regime is terrified by the overthrow of Egyptian and Tunisian rulers. As a 
result the Saudi army is brutally crushing the movement of workers in 
eastern province of Qatif and neighbouring Bahrain and they also played a 
major role in propping up the sectarian divide in order to sabotage the 
movement in Syria. Although Saudi Arabia was struck by the waves of Arab 
revolution from all sides, no mass movement was seen inside the country. 
But the rulers have seen their future in the streets of Cairo. A plan of 
reforms starting in 2003 with completion date in 2013 is being 
implemented hastily which is creating yet more problems. In fact there is 
an obscene wealth gap in Saudi society with a handful of very wealthy 
individuals from the royal family while the mass of people are deprived of 
basic necessities. Officially the unemployment is 12% and youth 
unemployment is 32%. Deputy Minister for Labour Dr. Abdul Wahid Bin 
Khalid told the Observer in June 2011 “we need to create 6.5 million new 
jobs. People don’t like the jobs that we have at the moment”. 
 
Two thirds of the population is below the age of 30 while three quarters of 
the unemployed are around the age of 20. Contrast this to the obscene 
wealth of the royal family. It is estimated that the oil wealth is shared by 
15,000 parasites of the royal family but 2,000 of them have the lion’s 
share of the loot. For instance Prince Waleed bin Talal was at number 26 
on Forbes list of wealthiest individuals this year with assets of 20 billion 
dollars. The Prince actually complained that the magazine had 
underestimated his wealth and said that the actual worth of his assets was 
29.6 billion dollars and he was in the top ten richest people in the world. 
This shows the plundering of the Saudi economy undertaken by the royal 
family. Similarly the incumbent King Abdullah owns 17 billion dollars 
making him the third wealthiest king in the world. A Saudi economist who 
has worked in the finance ministry told the New York Times, on the 
condition of anonymity, that no one knows how much money the royal 
family takes from the oil revenues. All we know is the amount given in the 
budget. It is also never revealed how much the Arab American Oil Company 
(ARAMCO) takes. A cable sent from the US Embassy in Riyadh in 1996 was 
published in Wiki Leaks which exposed the behaviour of the royal family. 
“The stipends range from $270,000 per month on the high end to $800 per 
month for the lowliest member of the most remote branch of the family. 
The US embassy estimated the stipends system put an annual drain of 



about $2 billion on the $40 billion government budget… five or six princes 
control the revenue from 1 million barrels of crude oil production a day 
out of the nation's total production of 8 million barrels a day…Another 
method by which some Saudi princes obtain money is by borrowing from 
the banks and not paying them back…a small group of the most senior 
princes enrich themselves by controlling several billion dollars in annual 
expenditures in “off-budget” programs… princes also use their clout to 
confiscate land from commoners, especially if it is known to be the site for 
an upcoming project and can be quickly resold to the government for a 
profit”. 
 
In 1996 Prince Al-Waleed bin Talal had assets worth 13 billion dollars that 
have now grown to 29.6 billion. In order to double his wealth the Prince 
must have doubled the rate at which he is plundering the oil and other 
wealth of Saudi Arabia. In December 2011 three journalists Feroz, Hassam 
and Khalid were imprisoned for several days for releasing a ten minute film 
about the poverty in the kingdom. According to the filmmakers 22 percent 
of the Saudi population is forced to live below the poverty line and 70 
percent don’t own a house. According to a report on Ahram website two 
million are unemployed and unemployment amongst women is 30 percent. 
The global economic crisis, growing wealth disparity, and unemployment 
and the revolutionary upsurges are troubling the Saudi Royal family their 
Imperialist masters and a section of the Saudi ruling class is making a half-
hearted attempt to carry out some reforms which serve only to intensify 
the crisis. 
 
Reforms 
The recent changes to the law and increases in the fees for permits are 
part of a plan to reduce the number of foreign workers and create jobs for 
the Saudis, lest unemployment leads to revolutionary explosions of the 
kind seen in Tunisia and Egypt. Immediately after the Arab revolution the 
Saudi rulers announced a reform package of 76 billion dollars. This reflects 
the shallow mentality of the ruling class who think that revolutions are 
mechanically linked with the economic situation. These measures cannot 
stop revolutionary movements but simply exploit the immigrant workers to 
the last drop of blood by forcing them to work for very low wages in 
inhumane conditions. Simply because the bosses and kafeels in small and 
medium enterprises refused to pay the increased permit fees, most of the 
workers automatically became illegal because the workers earn too little 
to pay for themselves. This means that these people will be deprived of 
their livelihoods. The restrictions on so called open visas will result in 
hundreds of thousands of workers losing their jobs. In the companies where 
native Saudis are employed, the foreign workers will have to do the work 
of Saudis as well, since the locals don’t work. Or if the companies don’t 
give half the jobs to locals, two hundred Riyals will be deducted from the 
salaries of immigrant workers. This will only make their lives more 
miserable. These laws are contradictory and can never be fully 
implemented because all the private companies exploit the cheap labour 
of foreign workers to sustain their rates of profit. 
 
The immigrant workers in Saudi Arabia have no basic political or 
democratic rights. Unions are illegal and in case of mistreatment the 
workers can only write an application to the labour court. In many cases if 
one party in a dispute is a Saudi citizen, the foreign nationality of the 
other is enough to prove him guilty. The private sector is based on this 
exploitation and the Saudis will not be able to replace ten million foreign 
workers. That is why on 9th April King Abdullah put on hold the crackdown 
against the immigrant workers for three months. These workers have to 
suffer in silence over these attacks as any protest will lead to their 
immediate deportation. The threat of losing their job and being deported 



keeps them working. By contrast the laws that the royal family has made 
for the Saudi citizens at least guarantee economic survival including a 
minimum wage and other benefits. But these benefits are incompatible 
with the profits of companies who have already protested against the 
requirement that they employ 50% Saudi citizens. 
 
The inclusion of the local population in the economy will strengthen the 
political power of the working class which will play the decisive role in the 
impending movement but this law could be amended, and even if it is not, 
there will not be very strict implementation due to the opposition of the 
bosses. But the crackdown against the workers having the so called ‘open 
visa’, few of whom work for their official kafeels, will continue for some 
time and hundreds of thousands of workers will be sent home unemployed. 
A large number of workers will be made illegal, thus permanently facing 
the threat of arrest any time. On the other hand expulsion of such large 
number of workers will slow down the economic activity and the passion to 
implement these laws will subside. The result will be that the business of 
visas will revive but with much higher costs and more brutal exploitation 
of the workers. As the crisis deepens the Saudi rulers’ trust in this system 
will dwindle thus intensifying their plundering activities. They will become 
more and more afraid of a revolt from below. This will make them 
introduce reckless and irresponsible reforms and measures to an even 
greater extent. Although a combination of vicious oppression and a few 
reforms has prevented a movement from erupting so far, the simmering 
anger in Saudi society cannot be contained for long. After the beginning of 
the Arab Revolution, the protest by female teachers, telecommunication 
workers and numerous other sporadic incidents exposed the growing 
discontent in the society. There are many factions within the royal family 
fighting for a bigger share of the loot. The rule of the Saudi royal family is 
based on vicious capitalist exploitation and reactionary despotism. To 
maintain their rule they use primitive, barbaric repression which resembles 
that of slavery and cover all this under the sanctity of Islamic laws. 
 
A revolutionary outlook 
Saudi Arabia is not only a horrific concentration camp for the workers of 
the Middle East, Central and South Asia, but also a bastion of reaction and 
obscurantism. The rulers of Saudi Arabia support all kinds of counter 
revolutionary forces including religious fundamentalism, terrorism and 
sectarianism and aid them financially at the behest of US Imperialism. 
Their backwardness is reflected in the introduction of grotesque reforms 
like execution by shooting instead of beheading. The royal family would be 
out of power within days without such methods of oppression but it is also 
true that this cannot last for long. The royal family and their Imperialist 
masters are terrified of a revolutionary explosion. Their desperate actions 
show that even the most vicious oppression is failing to keep society under 
their control. They are getting more brutal in their attempts to extend 
their rule and every reform results in more ruthless oppression. On the 
other hand, slowly but surely the Saudi workers and youth are coming out 
of this fear. The movements around the world are inspiring them. Saudi 
workers and youth will surely enter the arena of history to overthrow the 
vicious tyranny of the royal family. Although immigrant workers are not in 
a position to initiate a movement in Saudi Arabia at the moment, when the 
ferment in Saudi society explodes in a revolutionary movement these 
foreign workers will fight shoulder to shoulder with Saudi workers for the 
ultimate emancipation from exploitation, oppression and barbarism. 
www.marxist.com 
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Part 1: The full force of the law  
Niklas Albin Svensson 25 April 2013 
 
The cat-and-mouse game between piracy supporters on the one hand and 
state authorities and major multinational companies on the other is 
heating up. Over the past few years there has been a marked increase in 
the persecution of websites and individuals involved in piracy. Democratic 
rights are being thrown overboard and the full force of the state applied in 
the media industry’s ruthless pursuit of profits. 
 
Kim Dotcom on the front page of Wired magazineOne of the most curious 
episodes last year was the arrest of Kim Dotcom, a German multi-
millionaire living in New Zealand. Dotcom was the owner of a website 
called Megaupload that was closed down for copyright infringement around 
the same time. The website allowed users to upload content and other 
users to then download it. The copyright holders complained that it was 
too slow to take down copyrighted content once it had been brought to 
Megaupload’s attention. 
 
One early morning in January last year, at the behest of the American FBI, 
New Zealand anti-terrorist officers raided Kim Dotcom’s mansion. Armed 
with automatic weapons, dogs and helicopters they stormed the house and 
rounded up all its inhabitants, including children (video). The amount of 
force used was clearly out of all proportion. 
 
Kim Dotcom was arrested in order to be extradited to the USA. Then the 
farce continued. First of all, it turns out the search warrant they used was 
illegal as it was formulated in a too general way. Then, it was revealed 
that the New Zealand secret police had been illegally spying on Kim 
Dotcom. During the hearing no one could explain why FBI agents were 
present during the raid of the mansion. Finally, the extradition hearing had 
to be postponed because the New Zealand court granted Dotcom the right 
to see the evidence that he is charged with resulting in that the US refused 
to present any evidence for the hearing. 
 
Just before the raid on the mansion, all Megaupload’s servers in the US 
were seized. The data on the servers belonged to hundreds of thousands of 
individuals, many of whom were not committing any acts of piracy. Now 
the US authorities seem unable to determine what is to happen to the data 
or even it seems who is actually in possession of the servers. 
 
The way that the affair has been plaid out shows how this is not a question 
of enforcing law but placating the media industry. Kim Dotcom himself 
points out how the raid was timed to coincide with the beginning of the 
fund raising season for the US presidential elections. The US government 
thus leaned on the judicial apparatus and the New Zealand government to 
do something. Undoubtedly there was political involvement at the highest 
level. The New Zealand state, being a loyal servant of US imperialism, did 
its duty. Only problem is that, when the whole thing is brought into the 
public domain, the shambolic way in which they had done it meant that 
they had to release Dotcom. 
 
The harassment of The Pirate Bay website shows the involvement of the 
industry even clearer. The Pirate Bay is one of the most intransigent of all 
the BitTorrent (a peer-to-peer file sharing protocol) websites. BitTorrent is 
a peer-to-peer file sharing protocol. It makes it possible for thousands of 
users to share files between each other with remarkable ease using a little 



file called a torrent. Whilst quite a number of large sites that host torrents 
complied with court orders and threats, The Pirate Bay refused. They even 
listed their replies to various take down requests on their website, and 
they make for quite humorous reading (http://pirateproxy.net/legal or 
http://piratebay.org/legal). “Anakata”, whose real name is Gottfrid 
Swartholm-Warg, explained to the record companies that “Sweden is not a 
state in the United States of America” and that therefore “US law does not 
apply here”. 
 
As it turns out, he was wrong. In 2006 Swedish police raided Pirate Bay 
servers, after the US had threatened trade sanctions against Sweden. This 
managed to close the site down for a few days. Two years later, four 
people involved with Pirate Bay were put on trial. All four were convicted 
with harsh sentences. Three of those were directly involved with 
PirateBay: Gottfrid Svartholm-Warg, Peter Sunde and Fredrik Neij. The 
prosecutor decided, however, in order to smear the website, to include a 
shady, well-known racist among the accused. The latter had, in the early 
days, contributed a free Internet connection and some equipment to the 
site. Without any shame, another well-known Swedish racist and record 
label owner, Bert Karlsson, used this to attack supporters of the site on his 
TV show. 
 
Many of the people in the legal system who dealt with the case had links to 
the media industry. One of the police officers that worked on the case got 
a job at Warner Brothers. The judge who presided over the trial, it turns 
out, was linked to anti-piracy groups, even sitting on one of their boards, 
which he didn’t seem fit to disclose during the trial. Of course, on appeal, 
the judge was deemed unbiased. The trial was a bit of a farce with the 
prosecutor asking all sorts of irrelevant questions, for example to a 
professor who spoke in favour of the defendants, and miscalculating the 
revenues of advertising. The plaintiffs, all the major Swedish and 
international media companies, were also represented with some of 
Sweden’s top lawyers. It is entirely clear that this was an important test 
case for the media industry, attempting to close down one of the most 
successful piracy sites. All this is revealed in the newly released 
documentary TPB AFK. 
 
It is worth mentioning in passing the anti-piracy agency Anti-piratbyrån. 
The agency represents major Swedish and international movie distributors 
and has been operating for some years now. It attracted controversy when 
it was revealed that it had illegally been registering ip addresses of people 
who were using BitTorrent. For these nice ladies and gentlemen of the 
movie industry legality is not the primary concern. Fortunately, for the 
companies concerned, the Swedish parliament a couple of years later gave 
agencies working on behalf of copy right holders an explicit exemption 
from data protection legislation. 
 
During the appeals process, Svartholm-Warg, Sunde and Neij left the 
country. Sunde returned to serve his sentence, but the other two remained 
abroad. An arrest warrant was issued but not much happened. Then, in 
March last year, one of the largest ever data thefts was revealed. This 
time from a private company that managed Swedish tax records. The 
whole thing seems very peculiar. Around a thousand social security 
numbers for people with hidden identities were stolen. Suddenly things 
start to move rapidly. In August, Svartholm-Warg was arrested in Cambodia 
under accusation of data intrusion and serious fraud. Within days, 
Cambodia extradited him to Sweden, in spite of not having any extradition 
treaty. There is every reason to think that the US government had a hand 
in this as well. 
 



Upon his return to Sweden Svartholm-Warg gets interned in prison with 
extremely stringent conditions. He is banned from having access to the 
Internet and even after the ban is lifted, the prosecutor is given control of 
his communications. To this date Svartholm-Warg communicates with the 
public through his mother. 
 
The whole case stinks of manipulation and an absolute determination from 
the part of the media industry and various states to punish anyone involved 
with piracy. Legality for them is a secondary matter. 
 
Aaron ScwartzNot only is the US pursuing foreign citizens in its war against 
piracy. The FBI drove one of the most famous internet personalities, Aaron 
Swartz, to suicide this January. Swartz really deserves a whole obituary on 
his own. He was only 26 years old but had already managed to be involved 
with the creation of the RSS specification (for RSS feeds), he co-founded 
Reddit, he helped set up archive.org, creativecommons.org, 
openlibrary.org and numerous other similar websites. Aside from that he 
also campaigned against SOPA and PIPA the Internet censorship bills, 
setting up the campaign Demand Progress. He was a central figure in the 
movement for open access to literature and culture on the internet. 
 
What does the US judicial system do? Does it welcome and reward this 
champion of democracy and education? Obviously not. Aaron Swartz first 
got in trouble in 2009 for publicly publishing a number of court documents. 
These documents are supposed to be publicly available but the PACER 
system that is used to supply them is prohibitively expensive for anyone 
who wants to access them. The FBI opened up an investigation but decided 
against pursuing charges. He had already at this point acquired and, with 
the help of archive.org, published the complete biographical data of books 
held by the Library of Congress. 
 
Then, two years ago, in 2011, Aaron Scwhartz was arrested at the 
university campus of M.I.T. charged with downloading articles from Jstor, 
the online database for academic journals. Swartz had over a period of 
time apparently downloaded 4.8 million documents to a portable hard 
drive using a laptop hidden in a computer closet. In order to catch the 
perpetrator, M.I.T. had gotten the secret service involved in the case as 
well as the local police. They subsequently claimed this was because they 
thought it was Chinese espionage but that seems far-fetched to say the 
least. Why would the Chinese with their huge resources attempt to 
replicate Jstor by putting a laptop in a closet on the M.I.T. campus? In 
reality M.I.T. was getting pressure from Jstor who wanted to put a stop to 
the downloading. Jstor obviously feared that someone would make all the 
downloaded journal articles public, thus disrupting the business of their 
partners in commercial publishing. This was probably precisely what 
Swartz was planning. 
 
Once M.I.T. and Jstor figured out who it was that was downloading, they 
felt they could no longer publicly support the prosecution. After all, Aaron 
Swartz had become very famous through his advocacy of the open internet 
and his contributions to internet technology. They washed their hands of it 
in public. What they said behind closed doors is of course another matter. 
The US authorities took up the case and pursued it aggressively. They 
arrested him and charged him with wire fraud, computer fraud and 
unlawfully obtaining information from a protected computer. He faced up 
to 35 years of prison and $1 million fines. As Ortiz the US attorney puts it, 
“stealing is stealing, whether you use a computer command or a crowbar”. 
They did this in spite of the fact that Jstor no longer backed the 
prosecution. M.I.T. apparently continued to back it. 
 



The case never went to trial. Swartz committed suicide on January 11. He 
had apparently been offered a six month prison sentence deal by the 
prosecution two days earlier. What tipped Swartz over the edge? It seems 
quite likely that the aggressive action of the US authorities was the final 
blow. They probably never intended for this to happen and subsequently 
had to issue a number of semi-apologetic statements. Yet, they were 
clearly determined to set an example. 
 
It is clear that what Swartz was trying to do was to give access to Jstor’s 
articles to the whole of humanity. He didn’t want access to be restricted 
to some well-to-do academic institutions that could pay the huge 
subscription charges. Why this aggressive prosecution, particularly of such 
a public and well-respected figure? How come the secret service got 
involved in a simple case of data intrusion to the point of having an agent 
on the scene? The story about Chinese hackers is complete nonsense. The 
only way to make sense of it is to see it in the context of the war against 
piracy. It was part of an orchestrated campaign to enforce copyright on 
the Internet by harsh police measures and sentencing. It is also an attempt 
to bring tighter control of the Internet by the state. 
 
The collusion of the police, the courts and politicians in the media 
industry’s war against piracy is a corrosion of democratic rights. In many 
ways it mirrors the extra-judicial way in which they dealt with “the war on 
terror”. At the time the Marxists pointed out that the increased powers of 
the state will be used against the labour movement. Here you can see how 
these same measures are being used on behalf of Hollywood and the 
record industry. Not only that, but, as we will explain in the second part of 
this article, it shows how capitalism is a huge barrier to development of 
technology and how socialism would be different. 
www.marxist.com 

 

Privatizing Europe 

 

Nick Buxton interviewed by Paul jay on The Real News Network 25 April 2012  
 
PAUL JAY, SENIOR EDITOR, TRNN: Welcome to The Real News Network. I'm Paul Jay in Baltimore. 
 
As Europe settles in for an even deeper recession, many countries of Europe, in Greece, now of 
course Cyprus, in Spain, in Portugal--and we'll see it soon, probably, in other countries, even 
France--a big sale is on. Some people have called it a fire sale. And what are they selling? Public 
assets, in order to pay off their debts.  
 
Now joining us to talk about all of this is Nick Buxton. He's a communication manager for 
Transnational Institute, which provides analysis for movements working for social and 
environmental change.  
 
Thanks for joining us, Nick. 
 
NICK BUXTON, COMMUNICATIONS MANAGER, TRANSNATIONAL INSTITUTE: Hi, Paul. Thanks for 
inviting me. 
 
JAY: So how big or widescale is this fire sale, as you're calling it? And why is it happening? 
 



BUXTON: It's very widespread. We've been looking at some of the memorandums of agreement 
signed by the European Commission and the European Central bank with each of the countries as 
it's come forward for issues with their debt to get loans from the European Central Bank. And each 
of them have had to sign these memorandums of agreement with the European Commission. 
 
When we've looked at the details of those agreements, it's not just about making cuts that we most 
famously hear about; almost in every agreement there is a demand for privatization of key national 
assets and key public services. And this is not just happening in countries that we all know are at 
the epicenter of the crisis, such as Greece and Portugal, but many other countries across Europe 
are now using this as a way of pushing for it, most notably the U.K., which was a pioneer of 
privatization. It's really pushing through another wave of privatization, particularly now, in fact, in 
the national health service.  
 
So the economist Paul Krugman perhaps has put this best, that the crisis--austerity is not about 
solving the crisis; it's about using the crisis. And that's what our report tried to look at, how the 
crisis has been used to push for privatization. 
 
JAY: Now, a group of unions and other organizations sent a letter to Commissioner Rehn, European 
commissioner, and asking him for their position on this issue of privatization. Here's what Rehn 
wrote back to them: 
 
As you know, the privatization of public companies contributes to the reduction of public debt, as 
well as to the reduction of subsidies, other transfers of state guarantees to state-owned 
enterprises. It also has the potential to increasing the efficiency of companies, and by extension 
the competitiveness of the economy as a whole, while attracting foreign direct investment. 
 
So the commissioner seems to be saying this isn't just about dealing with bank debts or state debts 
or the financial crisis. This is kind of more overarching objective of theirs. And maybe this lends 
some credibility to taking advantage of the crisis. In other words, crisis or no crisis, they want more 
privatization. 
 
BUXTON: Yeah. And actually by itself that's rather shocking, because if you look at the European 
treaty, it says that the European Commission remains neutral on whether companies and 
enterprises are in public or private hands, whereas if you read that letter, it's very clear that 
they're not at all neutral and they're not even pretending to be neutral on this key issue. So there's 
quite clearly an agenda, a very clearly marked out and publicly spoken agenda to privatize and 
deregulate. 
 
JAY: And it's kind of ironic given it's privately owned banks that have created--have triggered this 
whole crisis. 
 
BUXTON: Exactly. And it still comes back to that argument that continues, the myth that this was a 
crisis created by public debt, whereas if you look at all the figures and the stats, the debts' levels 
were very low, and they actually still remain well below U.S. levels even now across Europe, until 
you have the banking crisis. And it was only as the bailout of the banks--I mean, it was EUR 4.5 
trillion went to bail out the banks from E.U. money. That's aside from all the U.S. federal money 
that went into bail out European banks. All that money was what created the debt crisis. And yet 
we're still getting the argument very much that this is a problem of public debt and public 
spending. 
 
JAY: So give us some examples of the kind--the scale and types of privatizations that are taking 
place or plan to take place. 



 
BUXTON: Well, perhaps the largest is Italy, where they're expecting, projecting up to EUR 570 
billion of money coming from sales, largely of huge amounts of heritage and state national assets 
being sold off, but also energy, transport, most of the sectors you're talking about. Water is almost 
universally tackled, despite the huge controversy that there's been for many decades now about 
water privatization. But also energy, transport, water, electricity, health, and a whole group of 
other services, and any kind of national companies, like telecommunication companies, airlines, 
bus companies, and so on. So it's right across the whole sector. I think Greece is obviously where 
you're seeing some of the most extensive privatization being pushed through. 
 
JAY: Yeah, I think they're planning to sell the two biggest ports in Greece. 
 
BUXTON: The two biggest ports in Greece. It's their main energy companies. The most controversial 
ones at the moment have been fought around water in Thessaloniki and Athens, where they're 
pushing those things through.  
 
And it's also happening in--and perhaps one of the most controversial cases is--just to show how this 
is really an antidemocratic decision by the European Union is Italy. In Italy in 2011, June 2011, 
there was a massive referendum of the Italian population. Ninety-five percent of those who voted 
in the referendum voted against the privatization of water and public services. And what's shocking 
is that just three months later, in August, the European Commission writes to the Italian 
government, saying, you need to liberalize and privatize these public services, completely ignoring 
Italian public opinion and really putting a sham on the argument they're representing a democratic 
opinion. And it was really antidemocratic sentiments. And it was only as a result of huge public 
pressure that the Italian government didn't cave in. And, finally, it was the constitutional court last 
year who said that actually it was illegal under the Constitution, because of the public opinion, for 
the Italian government to proceed with privatization. [crosstalk] 
 
JAY: And I guess--. Go ahead. Sorry. Go ahead. 
 
BUXTON: Yes, it's causing--and this is something that's not been accepted by a large amount of 
European people. So it's something that's been resisted very actively. 
 
JAY: Well, I guess it's one of the sectors left where capital can go. I mean, there's so little place, in 
terms of the productive economy, that you can invest in, where the space isn't already taken up, 
plus purchasing power is not really growing. So where's capital going to go? It's either going to go 
into derivatives and speculative areas, where people with money can kind of gamble against each 
other, or you can pry open these public resources with almost guaranteed markets. I mean, if you 
control a city's water supply, you know you're going to sell water. 
 
BUXTON: Absolutely. Absolutely. And it's almost a guaranteed ability for corporations to profit. I 
think that's very much at the core of it, because it's not about raising a lot of money.  
 
It's interesting. Greece was projected initially to raise EUR 50 billion through its sales. They've now 
revised that down to EUR 25 billion. That doesn't mean less is being sold off, but they're now 
expecting much less money to come in, because corporations know that Greece is in crisis. They're 
able to get assets at very cheap prices, and they're not going to pay more than they have to. So 
we're not talking about a lot of money, but what they do then is have a guaranteed income stream.  
 
And we see that very clearly with privatization that's happening in places like the U.K., because if 
it's about reducing state money, then why is it that the U.K. government in more than ten years, 15 
years after railway privatization is still shelling out $4 billion or EUR 3 billion to private railway 



companies? It's because those state subsidies continue, but rather than being invested in public 
services, it's going towards shareholders and a few corporate executives. And what you see in U.K. 
and many privatized services across Europe is some of the highest prices, and much higher than 
public services that remain in public hands. So the money, the state money is still being given to 
these companies to survive, supposedly, but it's now being funded towards shareholders and 
corporate bonuses rather than being invested in public services. 
 
JAY: Yeah, it's kind of a crazy mentality. They seem to have--they being the people that are driving 
this kind of agenda--they seem to have this faith that it's, you know, only a matter of time till the 
economy comes back and everything will be growing again and then we'll own all these great 
positions, where before their eyes they're driving Europe into a deeper and deeper decade- or 
decades-long recession. 
 
BUXTON: Yeah. I think there's a lot of contradictions going on here. I think that suddenly this drive 
to deregulate and privatize, which we know is what led to the financial crisis and to the European 
crisis, now being used as, supposedly, a solution to it is in itself crazy. But it's very much part of an 
agenda that's being driven forward in Europe, and particularly within the European Union since the 
Lisbon Treaty a few years ago. It's been a whole bunch of European measures. So this is really a 
continuation.  
 
But we're seeing that that policy is--and it's a policy that's pushed by some of the biggest business 
groups. What's interesting is the European Commission positions are very close to that of Business 
Europe, which is the main--one of the biggest lobbying groups. And yet it is leading into this 
recession. It's [incompr.] deep in it. It's not resolving the crisis. And it's likely in the end to affect 
corporate profits either way. But it seems that there's an ideology here that we cannot let go of, 
and regardless of its costs.  
 
And, unfortunately, its costs are not primarily economic at this point. It's social. And we're having 
some really disturbing pictures now unfolding in Europe. As part of our report, we looked at the 
unemployment figures, and youth unemployment in nearly all of these crisis countries that are 
going through the debt crisis most severely are now reaching 50 percent--that's one in two young 
people under 25 unemployed. And the long-term costs of that are hard to judge, but it will actually 
be very severe. 
 
JAY: And a large proportion of those young unemployed people are people that have actually 
graduated from university. It's not like undereducated or underskilled or something. These are 
actually skilled and educated people that are unemployed. 
 
BUXTON: And that's going to have very long term costs, and those are--which are quite disturbing, 
and let alone all the other things that are being put aside, such as necessary needs for investment 
in green energy and in environmental conservation and so on. So there's going to be some very 
serious long-term costs of this. This isn't something that's just about corporate profits. It's also 
about the long-term future for many Europeans. 
 
JAY: Right. Okay. Thanks for joining us, Nick. 
 
BUXTON: Thank you. 
 
JAY: And thank you for joining us on The Real News Network. 
therealnews.com 

Central African Republic: the hidden hands behind ‘yet another good coup’
 



 
 

 
 

Antoine Roger Lokongo First Published in Pambazuka 23 April 2013 
 
An analysis of the factors that produced the recent coup d’etat in the 
Central African Republic reveals the interests of France, the US and neo-
colonial African forces 
Is the coup d’état which ushered President Francois Bozizé of Central 
African Republic’s overthrow yet another Libya or Ivory Coast? All signs 
point to a ‘Yes’ answer to this question. 
 
HISTORY REPEATS ITSELF? 
It is certainly true that Francois Bozizé, a veteran military strongman who 
served as a general under Emperor Bokassa’s 1977-79 as army chief of 
staff, took power in Central African Republic (CAR) in 2003, after 
overthrowing President Ange Felix Patassé in a coup d'état with the 
backing of President Idriss Déby of Chad. Patassé was then harbouring 
Chadian rebels who were mounting incursions from CAR into the Chadian 
territory. According to a then report by the IRIN on 17 March 2003, 
Patasse, 65, had held power since 1993 when he won the first democratic 
elections, and was re-elected in 1999. During his 10 years in office, he 
faced three military mutinies and four coup attempts (his predecessor, 
Andre Kolingba, organised one coup on 28 May 2001, the others were by 
Bozize on 2 November 2001, 25 October 2002 until he was successful). 
Bozizé first launched an unsuccessful bid to seize power on 25 October 
2002 when he invaded the capital, Bangui. Libyan troops, then guarding 
President Ange-Felix Patasse, flushed out Bozize’s men forcing them to 
retreat to the north and across the border into Chad. After the Libyans left 
the country, they were replaced by some 300 troops of the Economic and 
Monetary Community of Central African States, CEMAC. Bozize’s forces 
entered Bangui on a Saturday unopposed, capturing the presidential palace 
and the capital Bangui’s M’poko Airport, both of which were guarded by 
CEMAC troops. The CEMAC troops offered no resistance and withdrew from 
both sites to their barracks near the airport; abandoning the presidential 
palace to looters. The speed of Bozize’s seizure of the capital surprised 
many. Before the seizure, government troops had recaptured some towns 
in rebel hands - and seemed to have the upper hand.  
 
CONDEMNATION OF THE COUP  
IRIN reported that condemnation of the coup was swift. The African Union, 
the continent’s foremost political body, ‘strongly condemned’ Bozize's 
action. It’s then chairman, President Thabo Mbeki of South Africa, said the 
coup undermined the continent’s effort aimed at sustained development. 
A statement then issued by the South African Department of Foreign 
Affairs said, ‘The African continent will never countenance any 
unconstitutional transfer of power whatever the quarter.’ 
 
Since the ‘Seleka’ (which means ‘alliance’ in the Sango local language) 
seized power and Bozize fled, it seems that Central Africans relived 
exactly the same scenario: military support coming from Chad, African 
peacekeeping troops offering no resistance, the speed of Seleka’s seizure 
of the capital surprising many, followed by killings and looting, the 
international community’s condemnation, and CAR being suspended from 
the AU. This time like in 2003, ‘The AU council has decided to suspend 
with immediate effect (the) Central African Republic from all African 
Union activities and to impose sanctions, travel restrictions and an asset 
freeze on Seleka’s leaders,’ as AU peace and security chief Ramtane 
Lamamra declared, adding that ‘The council asks all member states to 
take the measures necessary to completely isolate the authors of this anti-
-constitutional change of power ... not to afford them sanctuary and to 



facilitate the application of any other measure decided by the African 
Union, including trying the authors of this anti-constitutional change of 
government.’  
 
However, the difference between the ‘Bozize’ power seizure in 2003 and 
the ‘Seleka power seizure’ in 2013, first of all, is that fighters of Congolese 
Jean-Pierre Bemba’s Mouvement de Libération du Congo (MLC), who have 
then been backing Patasse since October 2002, fled across the Oubangui 
River into northwestern Democratic Republic of the Congo, taunted by a 
jeering and hostile public. The MLC had been blamed for widespread 
looting and rape when they helped Patasse’s army put down the October 
rebellion, crimes for which Jean Pierre Bemba is now in detention at the 
International Criminal Court (ICC) in the Hague. 
 
Secondly, in contrast to the Seleka coalition, the public warmly welcomed 
Bozize’s men, women even spread out their clothes on the ground for the 
rebel vehicles to pass (according to the same IRIN report); and there was 
no massive displacement of Bangui residents. That was a sign of popular 
support to the change! This time, according to the International 
Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC), an estimated 
5,000 people (the majority of whom are children, ranging in age from 2 to 
14 - unconfirmed reports indicate as many as 2,000 may be 
unaccompanied) have fled to safety in the Democratic Republic of Congo 
(DRC) where they live in dire living conditions. That is on top of the 22,100 
CAR refugees who arrived in DRC over the past year. Reports of human 
rights abuses have surfaced, including allegations of killings, rapes and 
looting. The Red Cross had found some 78 bodies in the streets of Bangui 
since it fell to rebels and was treating scores of wounded people. 
According to a Unicef’s January 2013 report, most of these children, aged 
between 3 and 18, come from the weaker sections of the country. The 
boys are forced into battlefields, carry military equipment or act as 
messengers; while girls cook and are used as sex objects or slaves. Leila 
Zerrougui, U.N. special envoy for children and armed conflicts, said Seleka 
factions were conscripting child soldiers despite commitments made in 
November 2011. 
 
‘The same actors have been violating child rights with impunity for too 
long. We will continue to monitor the situation and if no progress is made, 
we will engage the (U.N.) Security Council on this matter,’ she said. 
 
In reality Seleka is a marauding force which has shown no remorse in 
perpetrating enormous brutality on the people. Seleka’s only vision is to 
become a government and provide patronage to their supporters. Over 
recent months, they have already committed human rights abuses and 
extracted tribute from those passing through or living in areas it 
controlled. They controlled large swath of areas, raised taxes, and so how 
much money have they brought to the treasury? 
 
BOZIZE’S PROMISE TO RETURN THE COUNTRY TO DEMOCRATIC RULE 
FULFILLED 
Bozize promised to return the country to democratic rule and so a new 
constitution was passed by referendum in December 2004. He ran as an 
independent in the 2005 poll, which he won with 64 percent of the vote. 
He gained a similar percentage in the January 2011 elections, which the 
opposition denounced as fraudulent, according to a 31 March 2013 BBC 
report, but ‘the international community never expressed dissatisfaction 
to the process of governance displayed by Bozize,’ as Paul Orodi a Nairobi-
based stringer for ‘Allvoices.com’ put it. In 2006, Bozize was confronted 
with the rebellions of the People’s Army for the Restoration of Democracy 
(APRD) led by Jean-Jacques Démafouth, former Defense Minister under 



Patasse, the Union of Democratic Forces for Unity (UDFU) or the UFDR with 
its French initials led Michel Djotodia, a former civil servant and The Front 
Démocratique du Peuple Centrafricain (Central African People’s 
Democratic Front - FDPC) led by General Abdoulaye Miskine. State security 
forces had little presence outside the capital, Bangui. Much of the 
northwestern and northeastern part of the country was under the control 
of armed groups or criminal gangs. The insecurity displaced about 170,000 
people, devastated basic infrastructures and stifled economic development 
and agricultural production. 
 
On 9 May 2008, Bozizie’s government and the People’s Army for the 
Restoration of Democracy (APRD), a rebel group active in the north-
western CAR, signed a peace deal and ceasefire accord. This accord 
complemented those successively signed on 2 February 2007 in Sirte, Libya 
with the Front for the central African People’s Democracy (FDPC) of 
Abdoulaye Miskine and on 13 April 2007 with the Union of Democratic 
Forces for Rally (UFDR) of Michel Am Non Droko Djotodia.  
 
In June 2008, representatives from the government and all the various 
rebel groups signed a comprehensive peace accord in Libreville, ‘African 
Press Agency’ reported on 21 June 2008, followed by the December 2008 
‘Inclusive Political Dialogue’ which called for the creation of a government 
of national unity; the holding of municipal elections in 2009, and 
legislative and presidential elections in 2010, which actually took place in 
January and March 2011 and which Bozize won; the creation of a national 
human rights commission; the launch of a program for the disarmament, 
demobilization and reintegration (DDR) of former combatants. 
 
After being ousted by Bozize in 2003, Patasse went into exile in Togo. 
However, Bozize allowed him to return to Bangui in 2009, six years later, 
in an effort to promote national reconciliation in order to achieve peace 
and security, to strengthen the economy, and improve the human rights 
situation. The 2008 peace agreement helped bring a degree of stability to 
the country. In July 2008, the regional peace-keeping force MICOPAX, 
under the responsibility of the Economic Community of Central African 
States (ECCAS), replaced the Multinational Force in the Central African 
Republic (FOMUC) starting its mandate in Jan 2009 with an objective ‘to 
protect civilians, secure the territory, contribute to the national 
reconciliation process and facilitate political dialogue.’ On 12 June 2011, 
Bozizie's government signed a ceasefire agreement with the Convention of 
Patriots for Justice and Peace (CPJP), the only major armed group not to 
have signed the June 2008 Libreville Comprehensive Peace Agreement. On 
25 June 2011, the Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) 
for ex-combatants, with 5 groups participating, was launched. 
 
However, contrary to all expectations, three major rebel groups, the 
Convention Patriotique pour le Salut du Kodro (CPSK, Patriotic Convention 
for Saving the Country), Convention des Patriotes pour la Justice et la Paix 
(CPJP, Convention of Patriots for Justice and Peace), and Union des Forces 
Démocratiques pour le Rassemblement (UFDR, Union of Democratic Forces 
for Unity) united to form the Séléka Coalition. In November 2012, they 
immediately launched a new, major offensive against government forces 
and continued to seize towns in northern and southeast Central African 
Republic. In December 2012, Chad dispatched troops to help defend the 
capital from rebel forces; and in January 2013, the Communauté 
Économique des États de l'Afrique Centrale (CEEAC, Economic Community 
of Central African States) mediated a ceasefire in Libreville, Gabon.  
 
According to a SABC report on 9 February 2013, the new deal included a 
formal cease fire by the rebels, appointment of a new prime minister with 



full executive power from the political opposition and the establishment of 
a GNU that will usher the country to a parliamentary election within 
twelve months in order to replace the current National Assembly alleged 
to be dominated by Bozize’s aides. Additionally, under this new deal rebels 
agreed to allow Bozize to stay in power until his term ends in 2016 and 
they also called for withdrawal of all foreign troops, meaning South African 
troops from CAR. Peacekeeping troops from Chad were supplemented from 
neighboring African states, including Gabon and Congo-Brazzaville.  
 
The implementation of the Libreville agreement obviously needed more 
time in a country devastated and bankrupted by war. However, despite the 
formation of a national unity government, led by the main opposition 
leader Nicolas Tiangaye, appointed as prime minister by Bozize, and 
despite the two decrees Bozize signed to free prisoners and remove all 
road blocks set up by his supporters, (Bozize appointed himself defense 
minister after sacking his son Jean Francis Bozize as defense minister as 
well his army’s chief of staff Gen. Guillaume Lapo, to pave the way for the 
rebels to be integrated into the army), in March 2013, Séléka rebels 
resumed their advance despite the ceasefire agreement, seized the capital 
Bangui and overthrew Bozize. So far for the background. 
 
THE BEGINNING OF A MORE AUTHORITARIAN REGIME 
A report by ‘Al Jazeera’, relayed by the ‘Inter-Press Service News Agency’ 
on 25 March 2012, quoted Professor Andreas Mehler, from the German 
Institute for Global Area Studies, as saying that ‘the rebel takeover that 
ended Bozizé’s decade-long rule may mark the beginning of a more 
authoritarian regime.’ 
‘It could also mean that less inclusionary politics could see the light of 
day, particularly with regard to the Muslim part of the population,’ Mehler 
said. ‘At least some of the rebel components are considered to have such 
an agenda.’ 
Rebel leader Michel Djotodia, meanwhile, declared himself president, but 
not all Séléka factions endorsed that claim in the beginning. 
 
Djotodia had been the vice prime minister and defence minister in the 
unity government until when Bozizie, who survived three coup attempts in 
2012 alone, fled. Djotodia pledged to keep many ministers appointed by 
Bozize in the unity government, including Prime Minister Nicolas Tiangaye; 
he suspended the constitution, declared that he would rule by decrees for 
three years instead of setting up a transitional council. However, in an 
interview with a Central African Republic news agency, Nelson Njadder, 
leader of the CPSK faction of Séléka, said elections would be held in a 
year’s time. Prime Minister Tiangaye endorsed that position.  
 
Moroever, it is believed that two other rebel groups, CPJP Fondamentale 
and CPSK, are currently still roaming the jungle of CAR, and it remains 
unclear whether they will also seek the help of Chad to overthrow CAR 
self-proclaimed President Michel Djotodia, as Issa Sikiti Da Silva reported 
for ‘moonofthesouth.com’ on 4 April 2013. 
 
But German Professor Mehler in the same interview expressed skepticism 
over the post-coup announcements, saying the material interests of the 
group were a key factor in determining the rebels’ future actions. ‘The 
movement is made up of many “politico-military entrepreneurs,” he said. 
 
‘Coup leaders and rebels want to win hearts and minds from the outset 
and usually announce grandiose things,’ Mehler said in that interview with 
Al Jazeera. ‘Everything should be taken with a grain of salt. Corporate 
interests of the rebel combatants … will certainly play a major role (in 
what happens next).’ 



 
According to ‘Al Jazeera,’ the situation in the Central African Republic 
deteriorated after five government ministers were detained by the rebels 
after a 17 March 2013 meeting, which was also attended by 
representatives from the African Union and United Nations, in the town of 
Sibut, 185 kilometres north of Bangui. One of those held by the Séléka was 
Djotodia, who said the decision to detain the ministers was made by rebels 
on the ground.  
 
Djotodia was quoted as saying: ‘I am not the one who decided this. There 
are units who have made this decision. It is a type of pressure. They want 
the head of state to respect the terms of the accord that was signed.’ 
 
The Séléka have complained that, under the unity government, their 
demands for military integration, prisoner releases and the withdrawal of 
South African troops… have been ignored. Details of what exactly 
happened still remain unclear.  
 
However, for Professor Mehler, the circumstances were unknown. 
Nevertheless, he suggested that the hostage taking of the five ministers 
may have been part of a wider plot to seize power and oust Bozizé. 
 
‘It now looks as if the move to ‘arrest’ a couple of ministers, including 
Michel Djotodia, was just a small ploy in a wider game to install him at the 
head of CAR,’ he said. 
 
WHENCE CAME SELEKA’S FIRE POWER? 
Like Bozize’s capture of Bangui in 2003, the speed of Seleka’s seizure of 
the capital surprised many. All of a sudden, their fire power increased so 
much so that they just walked over Bangui in no time. They sported brand 
new uniforms, drove in brand new pickups, brandishing brand new 
weapons. According to reliable sources, the numbers of the Seleka 
coalition rebels were swollen by soldiers coming from Darfur or even 
mercenaries from other countries such as Mali or even northern Nigeria 
where Boko Haram Islamists are based (the Seleka coalition is made up 
rebel groups from the north of Central African Republic. They are all 
Muslims), or even from the Darfur region. Darfur is where Rwanda and 
Uganda have deployed hundreds of troops, paid for by America, to stop 
what they call mass killing by the Sudanese government against the 
Darfurians.  
 
Bozize has now denounced what he calls ‘an international plot’ against 
him. If that is the case, what are the implications going to be for the 
whole region? Will there be any spill over into neighbouring countries (DRC 
or Cameroon?) especially now that Rwanda and Uganda have already 
deployed troops in eastern Congo masquerading as M23 rebels. Could they 
open another front in Western Congo with the complicity of Seleka? That is 
why Western media all reported that Bozize had fled to the DRC (so pursue 
him there?). Or, Bozize first flew to Cameroon and then to Benin. 
Cameroonian opposition could also seize this opportunity to destabilize the 
country’s long-time ruler Paul Biya. Could Michel Djotodia turn out to be a 
destabilizing factor in the region just as Rwanda and Uganda are in eastern 
Congo? Countries in the region would not let themselves be duped and they 
are prepared to any eventualities.  
 
FRANCE AND THE US INDIFFERENCE THAT SPEAKS VOLUME 
There are certainly geopolitical reasons why Bozize had to go. The United 
States ‘strongly condemned the illegitimate seizure of power by force by 
the Seleka rebel alliance, Michel Djotodia’s self-appointment as president, 
and his suspension of the constitution and National Assembly.’ In the words 



of State Department spokeswoman Victoria Nuland, ‘any decisions on the 
future of the country must be taken in an inclusive and transparent 
manner, consistent with the Libreville Agreement which was approved by 
all sides, overseen by the Economic Community of Central African States 
(EECAS) and recognized by the African Union.’ 
 
If we push the logic too far, such a statement would endorse the re-
installment of Bozize into power, since according to the Libreville 
Agreement , Bozize had to stay in power till 2016. Victoria Nuland stopped 
short of calling for Bozize to be re-installed in power. 
 
Victoria Nuland said that ‘Washington continues to recognise the national 
unity government led by Prime Minister Nicolas Tiangaye as the only 
legitimate government’ in the impoverished and frequently unstable 
country, which France has dubbed the neglected ‘Cinderella’ of their 
African colonial empire and the Americans have called it a ‘phantom 
state.’ But who is Nicolas Tiangaye?  
 
According to the ‘World Socialist Web Site’ report on 1 April 2013, 
Tiangaye is a lawyer and a member of the Human Rights League (HRL), a 
global network of human rights operatives headquartered in Paris and run 
with financial support from European governments and Washington. 
Political operatives from the HRL have played a crucial role in helping 
organize and promote the imperialist agenda in Libya, Syria and 
elsewhere. 
 
Moreover, according to an AFP report on 19 December 2011, US special 
forces set up a base in the Central African Republic as part of their 
regional hunt for fighters of the Ugandan-born Lord's Resistance Army 
group. The US elite troops set up a base in Obo to coordinate their efforts 
with local government forces and Ugandan soldiers after US President 
Barack Obama announced in October 2011 that he was sending 100 special 
forces soldiers to Kampala to help Uganda track down LRA chief and 
international fugitive Joseph Kony. We do not know what sort of contacts 
these US special forces have with the Seleka rebels or whether the 
relatively limited American military deployment to CAR had quickly 
developed into a wider intervention. In fact, as the Seleka militias close on 
the capital, Bangui, the US deployed an additional 50 troops to the 
country. 
 
France likewise intervened, on the basis of protecting its 1,200 citizens in 
the country. After maintaining soldiers in CAR on a near continuous basis 
since granting formal independence to its former colony in 1960 (France 
had installed two military bases in the country, one in the capital, the 
other in Bouar facing Chad and enabling regional interventions), Paris 
boosted its previously existing 250-troop deployment to nearly 600 as 
‘GlobalResearch.ca’ reported on 2 January 2013. The reason why French 
troops immediately secured the capital’s airport was to prevent troops 
from friendly countries to the Bozize regime, especially South Africa, from 
being deployed in order to save Bozize. They were there to support the 
new regime headed by Michel Djotodia, heading the Seleka rebel coalition, 
the ‘World Socialist Web Site’ report on 1 April 2013. 
 
Bozize has urged the US and France to intervene against the rebel forces 
but his call fell on deaf ears. Pro-intervention protests, organised by or 
tacitly endorsed by the government, were staged outside the American and 
French embassies in Bangui. Demonstrators reportedly accused Paris of 
supporting the rebels. French President Francois Hollande claimed 
neutrality, declaring: ‘If we are present, it is not to protect a regime, it is 
to protect our nationals and our interests, and in no way to intervene in 



the internal affairs of a country, in this case Central Africa. Those days are 
gone.’ 
 
If that is the case, why did France intervene in the internal affairs of Ivory 
Coast then, literally kidnapping Laurent Gbagbo who really won the 
elections and putting Alassane Ouattara into power? In its 2 January 2013 
report, ‘GlobalResearch.ca’ concluded that behind this bogus ‘non-
intervention’ posture, the French government was undoubtedly working 
hand in hand with the Obama administration to determine the outcome of 
the crisis in CAR because France has been intimately involved in every 
change of government in its former colony since 1960. In fact, after 
declaring himself president, Djotodia said that he would invite France, 
CAR’s former colonial power, along with the EU and the United States, to 
retrain the country’s army.  
 
‘We will rely on the European Union to help us develop this country,’ 
Djotodia said, adding that about 80 per cent of the country’s foreign aid 
has come from the bloc. ‘When we have been sick, the European Union 
was at our bedside. It will not abandon us now.’ Let us wait and see what 
the reaction of France, EU and US would be. If they respond favorably to 
Djotodia’s plea, then we will not fail to see that they were behind the 
coup, which ironically, they condemned.  
 
AFRICAN FORCES CALCULATED FAILURE TO STOP THE REBELS FROM 
CAPTURING BANGUI 
The regional peacekeeping force, known as the Mission for the 
Consolidation of Peace in Central African Republic (Micopax), which is 
European Union-funded, was tasked to protect civilians and secure 
territory in CAR since 2008. However, they did not stop the Seleka 
offensive on Bangui nor did they engage the rebels militarily. Thierry 
Vircoulon of the International Crisis Group, described Micopax’s apparent 
absence during the march on Bangui as ‘disturbing,’ in fact suggesting that 
‘perhaps they had instructions … not to do anything,’ according to the ‘Al 
Jazeera’ report referred to above. There you are! More 50 years after 
African countries’ independence, the principle of ‘Western money, African 
boots’ is still at work! Vircoulon was probably right. After all, who pays the 
piper calls the tune. 
 
Later on, while in Cameroon, on his way to Benin exile, Bozize gave an 
interview to the BBC on 3 April 2013, in which he revealed that it was 
‘Chadian special forces’ who led the final operation of last month’s 
rebellion, including an attack on a base of South African troops.  
 
‘On Saturday March 23 we had neutralised Seleka forces but overnight into 
Sunday 24, we knew that there had been support from an African country, 
which I inevitably believe was Chad,’ Bozize, who fled to Cameroon after 
the rebellion, told the ‘BBC French Service.’ 
 
‘We can confirm it was Chadian special forces that led the operation on 
the Sunday morning and attacked the barracks of the South Africans. We 
had strong brotherly relations with Chad, but we were surprised by their 
behaviour. Only Chadian authorities can give us an explanation,’ Bozize 
said.  
 
Issa Sikiti Da Silva reported for ‘moonofthesouth.com’on 4 April 2013 that 
‘Le Journal de Brazza’ had revealed that the arms that were used by the 
Seleka rebels during the final assault on the presidential palace in Bangui 
were purchased in Eritrea, and transited by Chad with the permission of 
Chadian President Idriss Déby. Chad is ‘working with France in Mali,’ and 
therefore France certainly knew what Chad was going to do in CAR. Chad 



probably wants also to consolidate its position as a regional military 
power, expecting no more troubles coming from Chadian CAR-based 
rebels. Bozize was not allowed to attend the Extraordinary Summit of 
Ndjamena on 3 April 2013 but Djotodia was; and which deliberated on the 
latest developments in CAR. 
 
It is not just Chad that he criticized in the BBC interview. He also 
lamented the breakdown of his relationship with Congo-Brazzaville. ‘It is 
the same situation; we had the same relationship with the Congo 
Brazzaville [as] the one we had with Chad,’ he said. 
 
According to ‘dailymaverick.co.za,’ which relayed the BBC interview, more 
to the point, Bozize appeared to have realised that his former allies will 
not risk their own national security to see him re-installed as CAR leader.  
 
‘I called President [Denis Sassou Nguesso of Congo Brazzaville] to say that I 
would like to be present at the Extraordinary Summit of Ndjamena 
tomorrow, but unfortunately it seems that the protocol gave a negative 
response,’ he said. A week later, Sassou Nguesso was in Paris on a official 
visit. Bozize also traced back the roots of the insurgency to a petrol war, 
blaming American businessman Jack Grynberg for his woes. He indicated 
that he believed he had been the victim of an international conspiracy to 
get rid of him. ‘This is all showing the very well-oiled plot by Seleka that is 
presented to the international community,’ he said. 
 
ENTER CHINA AND SOUTH AFRICA 
The coup by Seleka forces, which took place just as South Africa, the most 
influential regional power on the continent, was hosting a summit of the 
BRICS emerging states and welcomed new Chinese President Xi Jinping on 
his first visit to Africa as head of state, has placed the CAR at the center of 
a struggle for influence between the United States, France, South Africa 
and China. When Bozize came to power, he found the state coffers totally 
empty, civil servants and military officials had not been paid for years. It 
was at this time that, the international community, especially, Europeans, 
French and Belgians in the lead, required the organization of general 
elections before any budgetary support. Bozizé then won two successive 
elections, negotiated with the armed groups, but he also asked for help 
from China, which gave him some loans. He was then suspected by 
Western powers of wanting to give oil and uranium concessions to China, 
while, in fact, the French company Areva, very active on the issue, 
estimated that global demand for uranium was not sufficient to make 
investments in CAR, as Colette Braeckman of the Belgian daily ‘Le Soir,’ 
revealed on 30 December 2012.  
 
For Bozizé’s part, the rebel advance is explicable due to oil concessions 
recently signed away to Chinese and South African firms. ‘Why did they 
start raping, killing and hurting the Central African population? (…) We 
gave them everything. Before giving oil to the Chinese, I met Total in Paris 
and told them to take the oil, nothing happened, I gave oil to the Chinese 
and it became a problem. I sent counselor Maidou in Paris for the Uranium 
dossier, they refused. I finally gave it to the South Africans,’ ‘Counter-
punch’ quoted him on 28 March 2013. According to Bozizé therefore, not 
only would Total refuse the concessions, they would refuse the concessions 
to other states as well, presumably playing the game of underdevelopment 
that Africa knows so well. 
In fact, Djotodia has already announced that he will review the CAR’s 
mining and oil contracts with China, signed by the Bozizé government, ‘to 
see whether things were badly done, to try and sort them out’ (and hand 
over all these key resources to Western powers, exclusively). If he does so, 
that will legitimize him. Moreover, President Obama who is deploying 



troops in 35 African countries is looking for countries that would host his 
military bases. After all, Djotodia wants them to retrain his army. The 
coup d’état in CAR is yet another Libya or Ivory Coast. The aim is to push 
China out of Africa, even cooperating with Al Qaida to reach that goal, as 
we saw in Libya and Mali. In fact, as President Xi Jinping was touring 
Africa, U.S. Senator Chris Coons, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Subcommittee on African Affairs, called for ‘US trade concessions to 
African countries to ‘aggressively’ counter Chinese influence in the 
continent,’ according to ‘World Socialist Web Site’ report on 16 March 
2013.  
 
As far as South Africa is concerned, troops of the South African National 
Defense Force (SANDF) were deployed in the Central African Republic 
under a defense cooperation agreement endorsed by both the African 
Union and the United Nations. In January 2013, South Africa reinforced its 
military training mission of 26, which had been there since 2007, with a 
‘protection force’ of 298 soldiers at the request of Bozize.  
 
As they advanced on Bangui, then held by forces loyal to Bozizé, Seleka 
fighters encountered a South African National Defense Force (SANDF) 
detachment who tried to fend off the rebels – a task they paid for with 13 
soldiers killed, 27 wounded, and one who remains missing, according to 
the ‘Al Jazeera’ report referred to above. South Africa has since 
withdrawn its forces from CAR. Western media and opposition media in 
South Africa itself have castigated the SANDF mission in CAR as ‘driven by 
the lure of arms deals and diamonds – and possibly other mineral resources 
, which sucked the ANC into CAR,’ as the ‘Mail and Guardian’ put it on 28 
March 2013. Training CAR troops costs money. If Bozize, a legitimately 
elected leader, could only pay with what he had: mineral or oil 
concessions, what is wrong with that? Should the French and the Americans 
come to train Djotodia’s army, what is he going to pay them with? Angola, 
the DRC and other African countries have signed ‘win-win’ minerals for 
infrastructures deals with China which do not leave those countries in 
debts. What is wrong with that? Why should the fact that South Africa and 
CAR signed a co-operation agreement in defense, minerals and energy, be 
a problem for France and America or whoever? Do African countries have 
no right to trade among themselves or with other emerging countries on a 
‘win-win’ basis? Does Africa still need ‘French pré-carrés’ or French zones 
of influence in the 21st century? 
 
The problem is that, as the global financial crisis caused by the corruption 
of the Western financial system bites, we will see more so called 
‘rebellions’ in Africa. We see it in eastern Congo today, Britain and 
America directly bankrolling Rwanda and Uganda to create the so-called 
rebellions there, to kill, rape and loot strategic minerals, especially the 
mineral coltan which goes into mobile phones, satellites, drones and so 
on… Africa is paying for the global financial crisis. Most French people now 
agree that their country is ‘totally bankrupt.’ Where will France revitalize 
its economy from? From Africa! The Central African Republic, like most 
African countries, is very rich in minerals, especially diamonds and 
uranium, but also massive oil reserves that have been discovered both in 
the north and in the south of the country. France which wants monopoly 
there, just like it has secured a monopoly in Ivory Coast, does not want to 
see China and South Africa there. South Africa deployed troops to CAR as 
part of African Union efforts to assist CAR’s army but also as part of an 
African solidarity move. African solutions to African problems! France’s 
hostility towards South African forces can be explained by the fact that 
France wants to maintain its political, economic and military influence in 
the region. This hostility concurs with a French Defense Report published 
in October 2012, which said that ‘France views Pan-Africanism as a threat 



to Western interests in Africa in general and French interests in Africa in 
particular!’ However, the embarrassment of South Africa and the BRICS 
countries in CAR has not deterred South Africa from deploying troops to 
Eastern Congo together with Tanzania and Malawi in the framework of a 
UN-SADC intervention force despite threats from Rwanda and Uganda 
there. In fact South Africa will not abandon a fellow African country, 
including CAR, nor buckle under the boots of the Anglo-French neo-
colonialism. 
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European Carbon Markets Fail - It's Time for Regulation  

 

Patrick Bond Interviewed by Jessica Desvarieux on the Real News Network 20 April 2013 
 
JESSICA DESVARIEUX, PRODUCER, TRNN: Welcome to The Real News. I'm Jessica Desvarieux in 
Baltimore. And welcome to the latest edition of The Patrick Bond Report. 
 
Patrick Bond is the director of the Centre for Civil Society and professor at the University of 
KwaZulu-Natal in South Africa. Bond is the author and editor of the books Politics of Climate Justice 
and Durban's Climate Gamble. 
 
Thank you for joining us, Patrick. 
 
PATRICK BOND, DIRECTOR, CENTRE FOR CIVIL SOCIETY: Great to be with you again. Thanks, 
Jessica. 
 
DESVARIEUX: So, Patrick, what is the latest news? What are you tracking in the environmental 
world? 
 
BOND: Well, it's really a time for the big-picture problems, because the major climate strategies 
are now in question as of a vote on Tuesday, April 16 in the European Union not to bail out the 
European Union Emission Trading Scheme. That's the carbon market that was started with the 1997 
Kyoto Protocol's mandate. And the idea was to put a cap on emissions and slowly bring that cap 
down and allow companies and governments to trade the ability to pollute within that cap, and 
then to be able to sell the right to those that were more efficient, and therefore maximize 
economic output while still achieving emissions reductions.  
 
And the problem is it just hasn't worked at all. In fact, Union Bank of Switzerland estimated that 
over $300 billion has been wasted because none of the anticipated outcomes have materialized.  
 
And the big problem for the European carbon market: price is down to under €3 a ton. I think it 
[trVft] down at about €2.50. And that's from peaks, 2008, 2006, of over €30. So this is a market 
that's sorely distressed because the European economy is in such a recession, and the pollution 
levels therefore don't warrant this big rush to buy the carbon emissions reduction certificates. 



 
So with that problem, with several major mainstream environmental groups and many of the 
policymakers now in a quandary, The Economist magazine this week asked, is this now a junk bond 
style market? And Time magazine asked, if it can't work in Europe, can this carbon market strategy 
to reduce emissions work anywhere, just as California's up and running this year, as Australia, New 
Zealand, and some of the emerging markets are also thinking about it? 
 
So I think it's an important moment, and the left, the climate justice movement, with about 50 
different organizations, saying, scrap the ETS, scrap this emissions trading scheme, and instead let's 
move to the regulatory strategy that would be tried and tested and much quicker, much more 
effective.  
 
And then the big question is: will Europeans eschew the bankers' strategy and move to a regulatory 
strategy? 
 
DESVARIEUX: Another question is: do you believe this is a matter of just having enough political 
will to get these mandated emission cuts? 
 
BOND: Well, Jessica, that's indeed the proponents' argument, and it is worth considering, because 
the major polluters, now number one China and number two the United States, they were part of a 
sabotage of the European Union's emissions trading scheme, the Kyoto Protocol, and the entire 
United Nations back in 2009 at the conference of the parties in the Copenhagen United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change summit. So that COP, COP15, was followed by Cancun 
and by Durban, and last year by Doha, and in each of these COPs, these conference of the parties, 
Washington really has been hell-bent on sabotaging the idea that there should be binding emissions 
cuts.  
 
So they set up their own strategy, the Copenhagen accord, and they got four other countries to join 
up. And this is the big question now. Those countries, the basic countries, Brazil, South Africa, 
India, and China—and they were joined here in Durban last month. And they're now called BRICS—
Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa group. And that's a bloc economically that's the largest in 
the world. The GDP is about $20 trillion. In comparison, the U.S. and the E.U. are around $15 
trillion.  
 
That means that these economies, especially fast-growing China with its massive industrial output—
it's really outsourced a lot of the emissions from Europe and the United States. Will it be in a 
position to finally start addressing its vast environmental problems? You know, the last few weeks 
in China, people in Beijing, Shanghai have been unable to go outdoors without risk of respiratory 
disease, Jessica. So the question is: will these new leaders—. And we had the first visit by Xi 
Jinping, the new Chinese premier, outside China for the Durban BRICS. And I didn't get a sense that 
they had any intention whatsoever.  
 
I must say, Jessica, what we really found here in Durban was something similar to Berlin in 1885, 
namely, a carving up of Africa. That means the attempt here was to assure that the minerals, 
petroleum, the gas, the cash crops, would go from the mines and the plantations across the 
railroads and the roads and the bridges out to the ports, much like the old colonial powers in Berlin 
when they carved up Africa, set up the ridiculous borders, and assured more efficient extraction. 
And we really had a very clear sense that the objective of the Durban BRICS summit was rather 
similar and there was no intention whatsoever of addressing the huge social and ecological and 
economic aspects of the recourse curse of Africa with the kind of maldevelopment that we've seen 
with, especially, minerals and petroleum on the continent.  
 



So it doesn't really look very promising unless activists in these countries—and there was a BRICS 
from below countersummit here in Durban. And it may well be that over time, like the World Social 
Forum being held at the same time in Tunisia, at the end of last month, a revitalized movement of 
civil society is going to be the necessary check to get these big, big economies to finally address 
their huge emissions. 
 
DESVARIEUX: Well, we'll certainly continue to track this story. Thank you so much for joining us, 
Patrick. 
 
BOND: Thank you. 
 
DESVARIEUX: And thank you for joining us on The Real News Network. 
 
http://therealnews.com 

Slovenia: The Government Falls. Mass Protests Continue  

 
 

 
 

 
Emanuel Tomaselli 19 April 2013 
 
The former model country among the successor states of the former 
Yugoslavia now finds itself in a deep social crisis. For months the country 
has been shaken by a protest movement, which has oriented itself “against 
the system”. The following article by Goran Musiæ and Emanuel Tomaselli 
gives an insight into the background and perspectives of this movement. 
 
The idea of a prosperous small capitalist state between the Alps and the 
Adriatic has withered away in less than a generation. Today, the spectre of 
revolution is back with a vengeance. The daily paper “Dnevnik” describes 
the situation as follows: “It could be said without exaggeration that, after 
five years of crisis, Slovenia is on the verge of being ’clinically dead’. The 
recession, acompanied by the human and ethical excesses of the political 
and economic elites, has lead to disillusionment among the population, 
who have lost all hope. Cash for gold stores are mushrooming across a 
state where earlier it was possible to obtain credit within five minutes. 
They are becoming the symbol of creeping poverty. The major regional 
employers are closing their gates one after the other, while hospitals no 
longer have money for medical supplies. Young people are leaving the 



country, the old are finding it ever more difficult to get by until the end of 
the month, the middle class is all but vanishing.” 
 
Economic Decline 
Until five years ago, everything was different. The change from the 
Yugoslav (“market socialist”) planned economy to a private-property-
based, services-oriented economy seemed to be working in Slovenia. The 
rates of growth were above average and the slogan, “Do it like the 
Slovenes”, was common in all the other successor states. 
 
The reasons for such a success were diverse: On the one hand, the neo-
Slovenian elite gave up on introducing an economic shock therapy after 
1991. Although industrial and social safety nets were reduced, they 
remained largely intact. This was not the result of the supposed 
progressive character of the emerging Slovenian bourgeoisie, which has 
most recently shown itself to be just as reactionary as the rest of the 
central/eastern European neo-bourgeoisie. The difference in the Slovenian 
development was due to the Slovenian labor movement surviving relatively 
intact and with well organised unions. 
 
This was the root cause of strong democratic elements being written into 
the Constitution (which during the Crisis is now being “corrected”) and the 
initial refusal to use neoliberal shock therapy. Since exporting had become 
a problem after the EU- and euro-integration, and there had been an 
oversupply of finance capital, the Slovenian bourgeoisie has come to rely 
more and more in the last decade on the finance and real estate sectors. 
Slovenian banks, which are mostly state-owned, got into debt abroad and 
invested primarily in real estate (shopping centres and luxury housing). 
That way a high level of indebtedness and growth was achieved – at least 
as long as the speculation-driven prices kept on rising. 
 
The effects of this speculation have now turned into their opposite and are 
driving the Slovenian economy over a cliff. The Slovenian economy 
contracted by 8% in 2009, and after the following two years of stagnation 
it shrank by a further 2,3%. Material goods investment has almost been 
halved since the crisis began. Slovenia is now basically living off its fat 
reserves. Unemployment has risen from 7 to 12%, with every fourth youth 
now unemployed. 20% of the population is now regarded as poor. 
 
Since the outbreak of the crisis, the yearly budget deficit has been over 6% 
GDP. The IMF expects that national debt will triple from the very low 22% 
GDP in 2008 to 70%. The Slovenian credit market has been frozen ever 
since the collapse of the Lehmann Brothers bank in 2008. The large 
Slovenian banks are now regarded as clinically dead. Their records reveal 
that up to 20% of all credits are unrecoverable. An estimated fifth of 
national economic output (7 bn Euros) is needed to shore up the banks – 
something easier to calculate than to implement in society. 
 
Cuts in Social Spending 
Under instructions from the Troika (the EU, IMF and ECB), all neoliberal 
shock therapy elements are to be put into place: wage cuts in the public 
sector (it is a matter of argument between the unions and the 
Government, whether the coming programme includes wage cuts by 5% or 
by 7,75%); pension and social service reforms, cuts in education and public 
health which go into double digits; liberalisation of the labour market; 
privatisations (energy sector, insurance, railway, shopping centres,…), tax 
cuts for the rich and enterprises. At the same time, many employees and 
workers in the private sector have to put up with month long delays in the 
payment of their wages and salaries. As the conservative Janša 
government had failed at implementing this policy, the centre left prime 



minister,, Alenka Bratušek now gets the poisoned chalice of simultaneously 
stabilising public finance and facilitating growth. She too will fail. It is 
where she will fail that is of importance for the labor movement. 
 
“Down with Corruption and the System” 
The flood gates have been opened, and not only did the increased police 
brutality fail to suppress the movement, it also fired it up even further. 
Demonstrations and street actions were in December an everyday 
occurrence. ZSSS, the largest trade union confederation, postponed the 
planned general strike for a month until January, so as not to break with 
its devotion to “social dialogue” and give the movement additional 
momentum. Individual unions were less timid. When it was announced by 
the management of the home appliance manufacturer Gorenje that the 
Christmas bonus was to be reduced to 150 Euros, the main plant’s morning 
shift broke into a spontaneous strike on December 12th, which after 4 
hours led to a victory for the strikers and a 300 Euro Christmas bonus. 
 
The facts regarding illegal enrichment by the political elite have been 
simultaneously consolidating. Prime minister Janša, who was already faced 
with accusations of such enrichment, has now found himself between an 
impatient ECB and the pressure of the protest movement. His five-party 
coalition faltered more and more until it was forced to step down on 
February 28th in the face of strong protests. Janša’s central failed projects 
were the creation of a Bad-Bank – basically the nationalisation of all banks’ 
unrecoverable debt – on the one hand, and the setting up of a privatisation 
agency on the other. Slovenia’s economic policy is now dictated by the 
Troika, which wishes to avoid setting up a rescue package for yet another 
country. Instead of calling for new elections, a new government under 
Bratušek was formed. It is now up to the parliamentary regrouping to face 
the anger on the streets and to finally calm down the financial markets. 
 
A Program for the Markets 
For years now there have been postponements and changing ruling 
coalitions due to the persistent social resistance. Democratic elements 
within the Constitution, above all the right for a referendum whenever 
there are 40.000 signatures in favor of one, have developed in recent years 
as important fetters to the neoliberal transformation. The ZSSS for 
instance called for a referendum regarding the pension reform. On June 
5th 2011, there has been a 72% vote against the raising of the age of 
retirement to 65 years. “The Financial Times” commented: “In essence, 
many people wish a return of the paternalistic Yugoslav era social security, 
without realizing that the resulting costs could not be sustained without a 
highly productive economy.” 
 
Also, the question of setting up the privatization agency, as well as making 
wage cuts (as planed in the future budget balancing law 2012/2014) has 
been singled out for voting via referendum by unions and different groups 
(Bratušek’s party “Positive Slovenia” included). However, the Slovenian 
Supreme Court concluded on December 12th 2012 that "The delay or 
rejection of the laws ... would have consequences that would be against 
the Constitution." 
 
In the midst of it all, the anger of the Slovenian population becomes more 
and more understandable: impoverishment, police brutality, corrupt 
politicians in all parties and the abolition of democratic rights in the 
interest of share holders. 
 
What Next? 
Alenka Bratušek, the new centre left prime minister, rules by a majority of 
just 2 MPs and is now forced to implement a policy which only a couple of 



weeks ago she was trying to stop via a referendum. The first main project 
is the refinancing of Slovenian banks through 4 bn Euros of public money. 
According to the major banks themselves, this financial injection is needed 
if they are to avoid their bankruptcies within the first half of 2013. 
Considering the parallels with the crisis in Cyprus, there is a great deal of 
nervousness in Ljubljana and Brussels. 
 
Bratušek’s declared goal of the simultaneous rescue of the banks, recovery 
of the State and the safekeeping of social rights is wishful thinking totally 
out of touch with capitalist reality. Economics professor Igor Masten 
comments on the government’s programme: “While the new Cabinet wants 
to recapitalize banks and consolidate public finances, it’s unclear just how 
they will do that.” Bratušek positioned herself by stating that this 
government is to last for only a year. Not only did she agree with surveys 
predicting a short life for the Government, but also with the practices of 
other social democratic parties on the European economic periphery: self-
sacrifice for the survival of capitalism. Papandreu, Zapatero & co. send 
their regards from the southern Mediterranean shores. 
 
Resistance 
The protest movement during the winter of 2012/2013 represents a turning 
point in the short history of Slovenian statehood. Illusions in bourgeois 
democracy and capitalist prosperity have burst like a bubble. The new 
always steps on the historical stage as a negation of existing relations, 
something which was also the case in Slovenia. The protest movement’s 
scope and depth is here of crucial importance: the large demonstrations 
consisted of groups of youth jointly with union blocks, veteran 
organizations from the Independence war of 1991, the organized Left and 
masses of people who, lacking formal organization, joined the protest in 
droves through social network coordination. The movement’s weakness 
was its de facto division into two separate mobilizations, which were only 
partly joining forces on the streets. On one side we had the mentioned 
spontaneous street protests against the “System” and union mobilizations, 
politically oriented toward the preservation of the social partnership, on 
the other. Notably, red and old Yugoslav flags were waved and worker 
songs were sung at the demos. At the largest Ljubljana demos the police 
started acting very defensively and accepted carnations from the 
protestors. 
 
The slogans were directed against the politicians and the political system 
as such: “Parliament is a criminal nest”, “Today is the new day”, “You are 
flexibly fired”, “You should walk among the people not over them”, 
“Thieves”, “Our city is not for sale”, “Fuck you, loan rates”, “Direct 
democracy!”, etc. 
 
The immediate objective of the movement was accomplished. Janša was 
overthrown, but his policy was still standing. The new elections in Maribor 
brought a movement representative into office. His political program 
consists of getting investments into the city through the rule of law and 
the active participation of the employer associations. The union 
confederation ZSSS has given support to the new Bratušek government and 
expects it to break with the IMF. However, neither the parliamentary 
regrouping, the mayor of Maribor, nor the hopes in the Bratušek 
government will bring about a turnaround in the social situation. The 
failure of these political hopes is programmed in advance. We are entering 
a period of political instability. The task of the Left is to seize the moment 
and approach the masses with a programme which connects with their 
social and democratic aspirations and offers a perspective for the 
overcoming of capitalism. 
 



The Slovenian Left 
Slovenia’s political landscape in recent years had always been more 
dynamic than in any other country in the region. On the one hand, 
international political movements like Occupy found a visible echo here, 
and on the other, the Slovenian labour movement received a lot of 
international attention with its mass campaigns. Also, there is a lively left 
discourse present, which, at least in the abstract plane, has turned to class 
issues. This came after years of following the postmodern trend where the 
Left defined itself mainly in cultural and sociological terms. 
 
The turning point in the protest winter of 2012/2013 sets for the Left a 
challenge of coming out of the periphery and straight into the centre of 
society. Cultural-leftist debates of the last couple of years will not suffice, 
as they lack any relevance to society. Also, one should not entrench him- 
or herself into nostalgic yugo-patriotism. The left forces should always 
point to the advantages of life in a socialist state in comparison to today’s 
post-Yugoslav capitalist societies stuck on the EU periphery. 
 
Nevertheless, they should also be capable of explaining the reasons for the 
failure of the Yugoslav system from a Marxist perspective. The Partisan 
movement is something the Left in the region should be proud of, but it 
must also connect this heritage to concrete political questions the people 
are facing today. The rise of the Left’s relevance in society will depend on 
its ability to bridge the gap between itself and the dynamic Slovenian 
labour movement. 
 
When demonstrators point to the “System” as responsible for their 
situation, the task of the Left is to call things by their real name: 
capitalism. Corrupt politicians are not responsible for the crisis, but only 
one more symptom of a mode of production that has reached its historical 
limit. Therefore its overcoming should be the focus of a left anti-capitalist 
program. 
 
This of course will not happen through simple proclamations. The Left 
must link its programme to the actual occurring clashes in society. The 
redistribution of society’s wealth from the working class to the owners of 
capital is the hallmark of this conflict, which in turn represents the base 
for all the forms of conflict in society: bail-out for the banks, balancing of 
the budget, labour market reform, cuts in social spending, non-payment of 
wages… 
 
An anti-capitalist Left, which is up to the historical task, must agitate, put 
forth arguments and campaign against any fall of living standards for the 
working and middle class. Let the capitalists pay for the crisis. In the case 
of the Slovenian banks, we are openly against bail-outs at the taxpayers’ 
expense and for the using the wealth of capital owners to cover for their 
bankrupt businesses. It is likely that the deficits will lead to the 
bankruptcy of the banks. We are only arguing for the taking over the 
banks’ necessary day-to-day operations by the labor movement. A left 
government would then annul all foreign debt of the country and 
nationalise manufacturing and trading companies. 
 
When it comes to labour disputes, the anti-capitalist Left argues against 
wage cuts and lock-out threats. We demand an opening of account books. 
The entrepreneurs must prove that there is no money to pay the wags of 
the workers. Regarding conflicts about the closure of a company, we argue 
for a struggle to nationalise it under the control of its workforce. 
 
These programmatic suggestions are only vague sketches and therefore 
must be bound to the concrete conditions of struggle and conform to the 



traditions of the labour movement, something that can only be 
accomplished by the efforts of the Slovenian Left itself. 
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Socialist Party (CWI Australia) 19 April 2013 
 
This document was discussed and agreed upon at the 2013 Socialist Party 
National Conference held in Melbourne on April 12, 13 & 14. It builds upon 
the perspectives outlined by previous SP National Conferences and should 
be read in conjunction with the world perspectives document agreed at 
the most recent meeting of the International Executive Committee (IEC) of 
the Committee for a Workers’ International (CWI).  
 
Introduction  
The entire world is reeling from the effects of the global economic crisis. 
There is practically no country that is not affected in some way. This is not 
only an economic crisis but it is also a political and a social crisis. Flowing 
from this almost every government in the world is unstable.  
 
The severity of the political crisis is such that in some cases even liberal 
democracy has been pushed aside. In countries like Greece and Italy, the 
legitimacy of the capitalist parties has been undermined so much that so-
called ‘technocratic’ governments have been installed. Even in the US, 
Detroit is under ‘emergency financial management’ in an attempt to stave 
off bankruptcy.  
 
The social crisis is reflected in the fact that the gap between rich and poor 
continues to widen. In the US the share of national income going to the 
wealthiest 1% has doubled since 1980 to 20%. For the top 0.01%, it has 
quadrupled. In Australia income inequality has risen steadily since 2009. 
Figures show there was a 2.2% increase in inequality from 2009-10 to 2010-
11 alone.  
 
Part of the reason for this trend is the fact that the working class and poor 
have been asked to shoulder the burden of the crisis through austerity 
measures. In the main, capitalist governments of all shades around the 
world are forcing cuts and austerity measures on the working class. Their 
strategy is to snatch back reforms won by the working class over 
generations and in doing so open up new sectors of the economy for 
capitalists to exploit. Far from stimulating growth these austerity 
measures are only making the situation worse by reducing already weak 
demand.  
 
Originally the International Monetary Fund (IMF) had said that for every 
dollar governments cut in their budgets, their economic growth would 
suffer just 50 cents. Now it has been revealed that for every dollar cut 
budgets have suffered by an amount closer to $1.50! In response to this 
‘planned poverty’, workers have been fighting back by way of strikes, 
protests and in some places waves of revolutionary action.  
 
Europe is at the centre of the economic storm and the European working 
class is currently at the fore of the fight back. The depth of the crisis 
there is exacerbated by the European Union (EU) – a union that has failed 
to overcome the contradictions of competing nation states. This makes it 



much harder for them to be able to agree on a way forward. There is an 
increasing divide across Europe whereby European economic policy 
pursued in the interests of the stronger economies is worsening the crisis 
in the weaker economies, bringing the future of the Euro currency into 
serious question.  
 
On the one hand no one wants to pay to bail out the economies of Greece, 
Spain or Portugal, but if they don’t it could lead to the collapse of the 
European Union itself. The partial, or even total break up of the EU, is still 
a possibility. Even if just one significant country, like Greece, left the EU 
it would have huge economic and political repercussions across the world.  
 
The main motor of world capitalism, the United States, is struggling with 
very weak economic growth accompanied by high levels of unemployment. 
A number of fiscal battles have posed huge dangers for the US and global 
economies. None of these issues have been fundamentally resolved and the 
risk of an international financial meltdown is still present.  
 
A worsening of the situation in the US or Europe would inevitably impact 
on Australia and could bring an end to the relative stability that currently 
exists. However, the most important country that will shape the future in 
Australia will be China – Australia’s largest trading partner.  
 
China  
The Chinese economy is still in a fragile state recording its slowest growth 
since 1999. Chinese growth has dropped to around 8% but according to 
some experts could drop to as low as 3%. While 8% growth can sound 
impressive compared to rates in the advanced economies, in the 
underdeveloped world this really represents stagnation.  
 
While China’s economy has avoided a ‘hard landing’ for now, this was only 
achieved thanks to a new wave of infrastructure spending and a further 
inflation of the housing bubble.  
 
Far from solving any of the fundamental problems in the Chinese economy 
this has only led to increased indebtedness, higher inflation, and huge 
levels of over capacity. The shadow banking sector has grown massively in 
the past year, posing risks of a meltdown in the future.  
 
There is a realisation within the ruling circles of China that the current 
economic model of investment-driven growth cannot be sustained. This has 
led to the biggest levels of overcapacity ever seen. It is estimated that 
capacity utilisation across Chinese industry averaged just 60% in 2011, 
compared to 90% in 2000. We now have the phenomenon of ‘ghost cities’ 
comprising of thousands of empty homes that ordinary people cannot 
afford to buy.  
 
Crucially for Australia’s export driven mining sector, overcapacity in the 
steel industry in 2012 was 200 million tonnes – a higher figure than China’s 
total steel output 12 years ago. More steel plants are still being built while 
demand and steel prices have fallen sharply as the housing market 
weakens. As Reuters reported in September 2012, “By the end of last year, 
China’s steel industry had a total debt burden of $400 billion – around the 
size of South Africa’s economy”.  
 
China now faces a potentially catastrophic debt crisis, with corporate debt 
rising to 122% of GDP this year from 108% in 2011. This far exceeds the 90% 
level deemed “risky” by the OECD.  
 
Local governments are “the weakest link in the Chinese economy” 



according to Credit Suisse bank, after ratcheting up huge debts from manic 
infrastructure construction. The banking system is storing a time bomb in 
the form of bad loans arising from such over-investment and the property 
bubble.  
 
Fitch Ratings estimates that Chinese state-owned banks’ new loans have 
totalled US$14 trillion over the last five years. “This is equivalent to 
replicating the entire US commercial banking sector in just five years,” 
commented the head of Chinese bank ratings at Fitch.  
 
In light of the looming debt crisis the Chinese government has decided 
against “kicking the can down the road” in the form of major new stimulus 
programmes. At the moment they are instead moving in the direction of 
economic ‘restructuring’ to break up and privatise sections of the state-
owned economy. This they hope will open up new profitable sectors in the 
economy.  
 
If this was to work it would only mean the working class shouldering the 
burden via higher prices and reduced services therefore further cutting 
across any attempts to re-balance the economy towards more household 
consumption. Attempts to shift away from exports and towards an 
economy based on domestic consumption in China have consistently failed. 
China’s low wage economy is both its biggest asset and worst enemy.  
 
Under the surface China’s economy is extremely unstable. Add to this a 
growing social and environmental crisis, and political divisions opening up 
in the regime, and you can see that far from being the saviour of 
Australian capitalism it could in fact become a huge liability.  
 
Political and social developments in China can also have an impact on the 
situation in Australia. Recent confrontations between the state and 
ordinary villagers demanding more democratic rights and an end to 
corruption are a glimpse of the possibility for huge scale revolutionary 
explosions to take place. Such events would have an electrifying effect 
globally. Young people and workers in Australia would undoubtedly be 
politically influenced and have their confidence to struggle boosted.  
 
If China experiences a hard landing it would likely lead to the Australian 
economy grinding to a halt. Apart from the economic impacts this would 
have on people’s lives, such a development could shock the working class 
and have a stunning effect leading to a certain reluctance on behalf of 
Australian workers to struggle against the impacts of the crisis.  
 
A softer downturn, on the other hand, could have the effect of revealing 
the true nature of the crisis while still leaving the class with the 
confidence to fight against the austerity measures that the government 
and employers will inevitably try to implement.  
 
Australian economy  
Up to now, Australia – compared to most of the advanced world – has been 
less affected by the economic crisis that is gripping the world. The 
Australian economy has been somewhat sheltered by the economic turmoil 
thanks to a boom in the resources sector and high levels of exports to 
China.  
 
That said Australia has a two speed and highly regionalised economy with 
mining dominating in the west and other sectors like manufacturing, retail, 
education and tourism predominately on the east coast. Many regions on 
the east coast are struggling. Victoria, South Australia and Tasmania are 
already in recession and this is giving rise to tensions between business 



interests in the different sectors.  
 
The export-led mining boom has helped to strengthen the Australian 
dollar. So too has Australia’s triple-AAA (safe haven) status and relatively 
high interest rates. The strong exchange rate has harmed the non-mining 
sectors, with manufacturers now finding it much harder to compete on the 
world market. Given some other advanced economies are lowering the 
value of their currency in an attempt to regain international 
competitiveness this is likely to worsen.  
 
A recent report calculated that over 100,000 manufacturing jobs had been 
slashed since the start of the global financial crisis in 2007. There are 
predictions that the entire car industry could collapse before 2016. 
Desperate to maintain their profits manufacturers are demanding 
concessions (like lower tax rates) and assistance (generally in the form of 
subsidies) from the government.  
 
But at the same time the mining industry bosses are demanding that the 
government represent their interests. They hold political sway over the 
government thanks to mining investment driving much of Australia’s 3.2% 
growth in 2012 and the fact that the big mining companies are donors to 
both the major parties.  
 
When Kevin Rudd previously proposed a mining super profits tax, which 
was aimed at redistributing profits from mining to the less profitable 
sectors via cuts in company tax etc, the mining bosses revolted. Their 
interests are in maximising their own profits not donating to poorer 
performing capitalists. The pressure that was brought to bear on the ALP 
forced them to replace Kevin Rudd with a more compliant Julia Gillard.  
 
Gillard proceeded to water down Rudd’s tax so much that it became 
totally ineffectual – even from the perspective of the more far sighted 
sections of the ruling class. The tax raised only $126 million in its first six 
months – for a net contribution to the budget of $88m because miners can 
use their payments to reduce their company tax. This is compared with the 
original budget projection of $2 billion across the full year.  
 
To make matters worse the federal government gives just over $4 billion in 
direct subsidies to mining companies each year – mainly in the form of 
cheap fuel and tax breaks for building roads and railways.  
 
All this while BHP Billiton recorded earnings of $27 billion in the 12 months 
to June 2012 and booked profits of $15 billion. Rio Tinto booked half-year 
earnings of $5.9 billion while Xstrata recorded half-year earnings of $4 
billion. In the eyes of ordinary people the Gillard Labor government has 
helped facilitate these super profits and contributed to the rising 
inequality that exists.  
 
Crisis facing Labor  
Far from taking from the super rich to give to the rich (as Rudd had 
envisaged) the government has not been able to capitalise on the mining 
boom. At the same time none of the tensions that exist between the 
employers of the different sectors have been resolved. It is these tensions 
that lie at the heart of the crisis affecting all of the political parties that 
strive represent the interests of one or another section of big business. 
This is particularly the case for Labor.  
 
So deep is the crisis facing Labor that there is still a possibility that they 
will be forced to change leaders before the September election. Gillard’s 
opportunistic and xenophobic attack on 457 visa workers is just one 



example of how desperate she is to maintain support.  
 
Tensions within the Labor Party reflect how politically weak and crisis 
prone the entire Australian establishment is. Behind the façade the 
Australian ruling class is extremely unstable. Its biggest asset is the 
political and organisational weakness of the working class – as maintained 
by the trade union leaders and the ALP itself.  
 
Adding to these tensions and the instability in the government is the fact 
that the mining boom seems to have peaked or is about to peak. Indicators 
show that the peak in investment and commodity prices has passed. With 
most other sectors of the Australian economy performing poorly, many 
capitalists will now be looking for higher returns on their investments in 
other parts of the world.  
 
In anticipation of a slowdown in the mining sector, and the huge impacts 
this will have on the Australian economy, Treasurer Wayne Swan has gone 
back on his promise to deliver a budget surplus this year. This measure was 
intended to assuage big business and the financial markets, though was 
spun to make people think it was a matter of ‘responsible government’. 
Having hung his hat on this promise for at least 3 years his failure to 
deliver will be seen by many voters as a betrayal and a sign of poor 
economic management.  
 
It was always going to be near impossible for Labor to deliver a budget 
surplus. Consumer spending has been down impacting on tax revenue and 
company tax receipts have also been lower in general terms. The 
ineffectual mining tax has only added insult to injury.  
 
The only way to potentially achieve a surplus would be to make even 
deeper cuts to public spending. In an election year this would have been 
political suicide given the anger that already exists against Federal Labor 
thanks to the carbon tax and a string of corruption scandals. In most states 
Labor is similarly despised thanks to their policies of cuts to services and 
privatisations.  
 
The problem facing Labor is that that they have disappointed huge 
numbers of people on a range of different issues. Their dilemma is that 
they are a big business party, at the moment the key representatives of 
the mining industry, yet they rely on the votes of working people to stay in 
power.  
 
When they do what big business asks of them they disappoint their voter 
base. And when they mouth populist ideas to try and placate their working 
class supporters they are chastised by their financial backers. The 
fundamental contradiction of Labor trying to balance between two classes 
is what lies at the heart of their constant state of crisis.  
 
Greens  
The Greens have attempted to present themselves as some sort of left 
alternative to Labor but have similarly failed to make an impression on the 
broader working class. The failure of the Greens to outline an economic 
and political alternative to the major parties means that the best they can 
hope for is to be king makers as opposed to developing into a genuine third 
force in Australian politics.  
 
Previously in Tasmania the Greens have chosen to go into coalition 
governments with the Liberals. More recently at a federal level they 
pragmatically decided to hedge their bets with Labor.  
 



They have spent the last 3 years trying to lay claim to some of Labor’s so-
called achievements while simultaneously attempting to criticise them 
from the left. This has not benefited them as people see them as either 
hypocritical, naive or both.  
 
They are now seen as connected to unpopular and ineffectual policies, like 
the carbon tax, while at the same time criticising things that they have 
voted for like the mining tax. We should remember that in recent years 
the Greens have had effective control of the Senate and could have used 
their position to block or strengthen a whole raft of legislation. In their 
minds maintaining their defacto coalition with Labor was more important 
than fighting for any real reforms.  
 
The one issue that many people had hoped the Greens would be able to 
influence was same-sex marriage rights. Even here they have been a 
dismal failure. They have focused their attention almost purely in the 
parliamentary arena as opposed to building a social movement.  
 
In line with their general political approach, they have never put any 
serious demands on Labor. In reality they guaranteed them supply and 
confidence in exchange for a few bureaucratic meetings. They refuse to 
understand that real reforms are won by movements and signed into law 
only when politicians are put under due pressure. This means the focus 
needs to be on movement building with progressive parliamentarians 
playing a mere auxiliary role.  
 
In part due to the Greens mistakes, the movement for same-sex marriage 
rights has been dwindling. If a conservative government comes to power 
and further blocks same-sex marriage laws it is possible that young GLBTI 
activists take their focus off same-sex marriage and struggle around other 
GLBTI issues like systemic homophobic bullying or police violence.  
 
More recently the Greens have realised that being associated with Labor is 
going to be a liability come the federal election in September. Because of 
this they have moved to try to decouple themselves from the alliance. 
Shamelessly they have sighted matters like Labor’s mining tax (which they 
voted for) for the breakdown in relations.  
 
As we have seen in the recent Western Australian election the fact that 
they have been associated with Labor has led to a drop in their support. In 
that state their support dropped to 7.9% in the recent election, after 
polling at 16% in June 2010. They too are now threatened by the anti-
incumbent mood that exists.  
 
The Greens may be able to hold their votes in the more middle class areas 
of inner city Melbourne and Sydney, and in areas where their members are 
actually involved in community campaigns, but in general terms it is likely 
that they will suffer a drop in support in more working class areas.  
 
If they did manage to lose their only lower house seat in Melbourne, and 
perhaps even miss opportunities in the Senate, it is not ruled out that this 
could have a big impact on the party. The loss of their leader Bob Brown 
has already been a blow to their prestige. Given that they are based on a 
wavering layer of the middle class, these people could abandon the party 
if the Greens take a political knock.  
 
Unlike the early 2000’s when the Greens made some significant electoral 
breakthroughs, the party has since diminished its presence in campaigns 
and social struggles. In many areas they have increasingly become an 
exclusively electoral formation. This means any future electoral setbacks 



will impact heavily upon them.  
 
In the absence a genuine left alternative to Labor, the Greens will likely 
linger. Even then, it will probably be the case that the Greens will be more 
of a regional phenomena rather than winning more generalised support in 
working class areas.  
 
Federal election  
The 2013 Federal Election will dominate the political agenda this year. In 
many ways this election will be a phoney war of words. Both the Liberals 
and Labor support the profit driven capitalist system and both see 
themselves as representatives of big business.  
 
While the Liberals are the traditional party of big business, Labor are seen 
as the alternate party of the capitalist class. The difference between the 
two is more about style than substance. Far from being a lesser evil Labor 
would be better described as a wolf in sheep’s clothes.  
 
Despite their poor record Labor will be trying desperately to convince 
people that they are not as bad as the Coalition. The issue of migrant 
workers on 457 visas is just one case in point. Despite both parties 
presiding over an expanding 457 visa scheme Gillard is now pretending that 
this is a point of difference.  
 
While having full agreement on all the major issues, the Coalition are 
similarly trying to portray themselves as something different to ALP. If the 
election were held today the polls show that the Coalition would win by a 
fair margin. This is not because people have any love for Tony Abbott, but 
because people have been disappointed by Labor and are asking: “Can the 
Liberals really be any worse?”  
 
With the lack of any genuine progressive alternative available, the mood of 
many people is to continue to use one of the major parties to punish the 
other. It will likely be a case of people voting for whom they hate the least 
at this point in time, not who they think can improve their lot.  
 
Much of the mainstream media and the political caste don’t seem to 
understand this process. They seem to think that working people somehow 
don’t understand and that they are on the cusp of throwing Abbott in to 
power to their own detriment. While we do not welcome the coming to 
power of the Liberals we do understand the reasons behind people’s 
frustrations with Labor.  
 
In part we put the blame on the Labor Party’s shift to the right and on the 
trade union leaders who play a rotten role supporting this party while they 
proceed to tighten the screws on workers’ living conditions.  
 
The truth is that there is no real enthusiasm for any of the establishment 
parties. Despite it looking like the Liberals will be thrown into power 
nationally, in places like Victoria the Liberal government is in crisis. They 
hold onto power by a one seat majority and only a couple of months ago 
they were forced to change leaders. Similarly the conservative government 
in the Northern Territory also ousted their leader around the same time.  
 
In March 2012, the Liberal National Party government in Queensland was 
elected in a landslide that reduced Labor to just a handful of seats. Since 
then, three MPs have defected, and three ministers have been forced to 
stand down. At the same time the governments support has dropped 
significantly. In the main an anti-incumbent mood dominates with voters 
prepared to punish anyone who they see as responsible for cuts and 



ramping up cost of living pressures. Changing leaders can give a 
government some breathing space but does not address the root cause of 
the problem.  
 
The solution for working people is not to just keep using one big business 
party to punish the other. This routine needs to be broken and a new party 
that represents the majority of ordinary people needs to be built. Such a 
party needs to be constructed in conjunction with the development of a 
movement of people that can challenge the rule of corporate profit and 
the system that facilitates it.  
 
While this is the ultimate solution, at this point in time there are no 
obvious points of reference for such a party to coalesce around. The trade 
unions for the most part are wedded to Labor. Adding to the obstacles of a 
new political movement developing out of the trade unions is the lack of 
Left opposition currents in the movement.  
 
For any new party to be successful it will need to develop links to the 
organised working class. That said, given the current situation it is possible 
that developments towards a new workers party could take place around 
community campaigns or similar struggles. For example campaigns 
standing their own candidates against the major parties would be a step in 
the right direction. A flexible approach will be required around this 
question.  
 
Whether it is the Coalition, Labor or some form of minority government 
that wins the election this year it will be little more than a poisoned 
chalice. With no recovery in sight for the world economy, and Australia’s 
situation looking more and more fragile by the day, whoever comes to 
power can look forward to a rocky road ahead.  
 
Trade unions  
Despite the fact that the ALP have undermined the living standards of 
workers since coming to office, most trade union leaders are preparing to 
throw their weight behind Labor’s election campaign with money and 
human resources. When taken in its proper historical context this is a dark 
time in the history of the labour movement.  
 
The Gillard ALP government is one of the most right-wing governments 
that has ever presided over Australia and yet the trade union bureaucrats 
are doing all they can to try and save it from oblivion. They peddle the 
line: “While Labor is bad, the Liberals are worse and we need to keep 
them out”.  
 
This ‘lesser evil’ argument is designed to block the emergence of any 
progressive third force, for many of the trade union bureaucrats 
themselves are key players in the ALP and use the party as a vehicle to 
climb the political ladder for their own personal agendas. This is but one 
reason why many have lined up with Gillard in a nationalist campaign 
against migrant workers on 457 visas.  
 
They will do all they can this year to ensure as little struggle as possible 
takes place. Far from having the best interests of the working class in mind 
they prefer Labor in power as it means they have their feet under the desk 
in Canberra and at least a finger on the reins of power.  
 
Despite 25 years of continuous economic growth the bulk of the current 
trade union leaders have failed to take advantage of the situation. Far 
from winning a bigger share of the wealth, all indicators show profits as a 
share of the economy rising at the expense of wages. In other words living 



conditions have gone backwards under their watch.  
 
This is not an anomaly. It is a direct result of the pro-capitalist politics 
that dominate the trade union movement at this point in time. Both the 
consciousness and the organisation of the working class has been thrown 
back since the pro-ALP forces have taken near full control of the union 
movement.  
 
We have noted this process in relation to the collapse of Stalinism and the 
shifting to the right of old social democratic parties but perhaps even we 
have underestimated just how much damage the current trade union 
leaders have done to undermine the working class’ ability to struggle. This 
is true not just in Australia but all around the world.  
 
In many countries conservative union leaders are they only ones standing 
in the way of struggle. On the basis of their commitment to the market 
they are refusing to organise a struggle against the system. In many cases 
they are even refusing to organise against austerity giving the false 
impression that if workers accept cuts now things will get better in the 
future.  
 
The current union leaders, in the main, are wedded to the ideas of social 
partnership and collaboration with employers. The situation in front of us 
requires a rejection of these ideas and an actual struggle against the 
powers that be. In many examples these politics are not only to be found 
wanting but they act as a block in the situation.  
 
In Victoria for example the recent resignation of rogue MP Geoff Shaw 
from the Liberal Party, and the subsequent sacking of Baillieu as Premier, 
showed just how weak the government is. If the trade unions had 
organised even modest cross sector industrial action the government could 
have been brought down months ago.  
 
Similarly in the manufacturing sector the unions refuse to organise 
industrial action against the stream of job losses. To make matters worse 
they spend their time campaigning for tax-payer funded subsides for 
employers. Not only are they overseeing the destruction of jobs, but they 
are actually campaigning to hand over workers money to the bosses!  
 
While they might be able to get away with this now they will find it much 
more difficult when the objective situation shifts. We need to be prepared 
that in the future the union leaders will probably organise limited actions, 
short strikes etc, to relieve pressure from themselves and allow the 
members to let off steam. This will especially be the case if Abbott comes 
to power in September.  
 
The calling of limited actions can act to draw out the process of 
consciousness developing in a progressive way. In other words it will take 
some time and experience for the class to see and really recognise that 
pro-ALP ideas are incapable of offering any real solutions to their 
problems.  
 
The danger for them is that if they block a certain path the class can 
sometimes decide to take a different track. The M15 movement in Spain is 
one example of this process and we should be prepared that similar types 
of struggles can develop here outside of the control of official labour 
movement structures.  
 
While the situation in Australia is not at the same fever pitch as in Europe 
the same processes are occurring and the same politics dominate. We are 



lucky in the sense that we have the luxury of learning from the 
experiences of the European working class. Australian workers need to 
prepare now to ensure our movement is equipped to deal with the attacks 
that are set to come down the line.  
 
We should have no illusions in the capabilities of the trade union leaders, 
but instead do all we can to pressure them into struggle. While most will 
end up on the wrong side of the fence some will be forced by the pressure 
of events to go further than they had planned. Struggle, even if limited, 
can open up space for radical ideas to flourish and for new and more 
militant leaderships to emerge.  
 
We need to be patient as consciousness catches up to reality and while 
going through the struggles with the class we should consistently explain 
that both the rebuilding of a militant trend in the labour movement and 
the building of a new workers party will be necessary if we are to combat 
the bosses’ attacks in the years to come.  
 
Perspectives for struggle  
While the union leaders may be open to organising some limited industrial 
action after the election, this side of September they will be doing all they 
can to keep a lid on struggle. It is likely that any struggle that does take 
place this side of the election will happen outside of their control.  
 
It is possible that they can be forced into limited defensive battles over 
jobs and pay agreements etc but any offensive battles that could 
potentially further destabilise federal Labor are ruled out. It is possible 
that even battles with various Liberal State governments could be wound 
back as the election nears. The union leaders will want to do all they can 
to present themselves as responsible allies of the ALP.  
 
It is possible that groups of organised workers can take action against the 
wishes of the union leaders or that groups of unorganised workers can also 
act against attacks. Perhaps the most likely scenario is that the bulk of 
struggles prior to September will take place around community campaigns 
against cuts, privatisations etc and on social issues like environmental 
questions or issues affecting women.  
 
Women  
In the past year there have been significant mass demonstrations around 
the world on gender issues. The gang-rape and murder of the young woman 
in India provoked an outpouring of anger about an issue that affects 
millions of women world-wide.  
 
In Ireland we have seen mass protests for abortion rights. In other 
countries we have also seen the Slutwalk movement and increased 
participation in Reclaim the Night marches. In Melbourne we saw huge 
protests in the aftermath of the rape and murder of Jill Meagher.  
 
These movements have not developed in a vacuum. The rise of these 
movements is connected to objective conditions, in particular the 
economic crisis. As the crisis deepens, women are being asked to bear an 
unequal measure of the suffering. The majority of the world’s jobless, 
homeless and hungry are women as are the bulk of people who are victims 
of domestic violence and rape.  
 
Hard-won welfare reforms are being annihilated by austerity budgets in 
many countries. Even here in Australia, before the full effects of the crisis 
have been felt, sole parents (the majority of whom are women) have been 
asked to pay via cuts to their welfare payments. As has been pointed out 



in the press the government has cut more from sole parent’s payments 
than it has brought in from the mining tax! This is a perfect example of 
which section of society they think should pay for the crisis.  
 
In many ways the rise of the women’s movement can be seen as a 
precursor to more generalised struggles developing. Consciousness goes 
through different phases in the context of a crisis. In many cases people 
first struggle around specific issues before they see the need to identify 
and struggle as part of their class. In anticipation of the situation getting 
worse, women are initially coming together to draw a line in the sand.  
 
We welcome the rise of these movements and have participated in many of 
them. At the same time we emphasise how women’s oppression is rooted 
in the division of society into classes and the need to widen the struggle 
and link up with other sections of the working class in order to achieve 
lasting social change.  
 
Refugees  
The question of refugee rights is still pressing especially given that the 
regressive measures implemented by Gillard are even worse than those 
implemented by Howard. The problem facing the movement at the 
moment is that it is dominated by NGOs, middle class types and soft Lefts 
who refuse to answer the economic arguments that dominate the thoughts 
of most people.  
 
Unlike the peak of the refugee movement 10 or so years ago, most people 
today are extremely concerned about cost of living pressures and jobs. 10 
years ago most people thought the boom would last forever. This opened 
up space for a layer of people to be convinced by the moral arguments put 
forward by the NGOs.  
 
Today there is a feeling amongst working people that things are becoming 
more difficult. The major parties, the media and even the Greens have 
fuelled the arguments that there are limited resources and that population 
controls are necessary. This gives rise to the idea that perhaps immigration 
should be tightened.  
 
The super profits of the big mining companies alone show that there is 
more than enough wealth to go around. Far from being a problem of scarce 
resources it is a problem of how wealth is distributed under capitalism.  
 
If the refugee rights movement is to achieve any traction amongst the bulk 
of working people these arguments will need to be waged and won. 
Moralism can have a certain impact on sections of the middle class who are 
less affected by cost of living pressures but if we are to convince the bulk 
of the population the economic questions need to be answered.  
 
For our part the Socialist Party will continue to intervene in the refugee 
rights movement putting forward socialist solutions. This is the best way to 
undermine nationalist and racist ideas.  
 
This work however goes hand in hand with the need to build a progressive 
political alternative to the major parties. If a left alternative is not built it 
is possible that right-wing populist forces can intervene to fill the vacuum. 
 
This has been seen in places like Britain with the British National Party and 
in the Netherlands with the Party for Freedom. These parties blame 
migrants and refugees for many of society’s problems and by playing on 
the fears of the working class have been able to make some electoral 
inroads. These parties play a useful role for the ruling class in that they 



help divide people and make it easier for them to introduce their attacks 
on our living standards.  
 
Aussie jobs farce  
Desperate to cling onto the votes of frustrated working class people the 
ALP have in their own way recently tried to scapegoat migrants. In their 
case they have attempted to paint migrants, who have come to Australia 
on the 457 skilled worker visa, as taking jobs from locals.  
 
Understanding the anxiety that exists in relation to jobs and the economy, 
Gillard has attempted to portray herself as a defender of ‘Aussie jobs’. She 
has announced a so-called ‘crackdown’ on 457 visa rorts and a tightening 
of the visa conditions.  
 
While there is evidence that workers on 457 visas have been super 
exploited the government’s intentions are not to put a spotlight on dodgy 
employer practices. The government is merely trying to manufacture a 
difference between itself and the opposition.  
 
The figures themselves show just how hypocritical Gillard is being. This 
government has actually presided over the biggest yearly increase in 457 
visa approvals in the past 15 years. Immigration Department figures reveal 
the number of 457 visas approved in the 2011-12 financial year was 
125,070, a 52.3% increase on the previous year.  
 
Far from being a defender of jobs, unemployment, underemployment and 
casualisation has risen under the ALP. At the behest of big business they 
have also helped facilitate a situation where migrant labour, under the 457 
visa scheme, is being used to try and drive down wages and conditions.  
 
The real purpose of 457 visas is to provide employers with cheap non-union 
labour. Temporary migrant workers, even if paid the same rates as local 
workers, are always vulnerable because the employer has the ability to 
terminate the visa at any time for any reason.  
 
The nationalist call for “Aussie jobs for Aussie workers” only feeds the 
flames of racism and creates divisions between workers when we should be 
striving for unity against those who are exploiting us all. Only a strategy 
that seeks to organise all workers against the real enemy can win.  
 
In the short term unions need to put the time and resources into organising 
migrant workers. They need to find ways to initiate joint struggle between 
migrant workers and local workers, as well as educating their members 
about the real causes of unemployment. Side by side with unionising 
migrant workers unions should fight for their permanent residency and 
equal rights.  
 
These issues should be the primary focus of any union campaign. The 
secondary focus should be the scrapping of all dodgy visas including the 
457 visas. Far from this approach many unions are mistakenly running 
‘Aussie jobs’ campaigns and opportunistically presenting Gillard as some 
sort of jobs advocate. This is just another example of the rotten nature of 
the tops of the trade unions today.  
 
The truth is that the fight to scrap 457 visas, and to force the bosses pay 
for the skills they wish to exploit, are campaigns that in the end will only 
be won on the basis of a political shift in the labour movement. In the 
meantime however we need to do all we can to counter racist and 
nationalist ideas with the ideas of internationalism, solidarity and joint 
struggle.  



 
Consciousness  
25 years of economic boom is the main factor which shapes the broad 
outlook of Australian workers and young people. In general terms people 
are concerned about the future but are hopeful that Australia can 
somehow miss out on the depths of the crisis that we have seen in Europe.  
 
The main concern amongst youth is employment. Of 14-25 year olds, 64% 
worry about getting a job and 74% of 25-30 year olds worry about having 
enough money a recent report showed.  
 
Many young people seem to be under the illusion that this crisis is 
temporary and that they will only have to put up with casual jobs and low 
pay for a couple of years. This is the myth that is peddled to them at 
school, at university and via the mainstream press. ‘Study and work hard 
and you will get ahead’ they are told.  
 
At a certain stage it is going to become more apparent that despite their 
hard work there will be no rewards. After years slaving away in a low paid 
job while struggling at university all that will be in front of them will be a 
huge student debt and another casual job if they are lucky. Most will never 
be able to afford to buy their own their home.  
 
Once they realise that they have been lied to and that they will not be 
better off than their parents, anger and a more combative attitude can 
develop quickly. As we have seen elsewhere in the world young people can 
enter the scene in an extremely dynamic way. With a feeling of having 
nothing to lose they can draw far reaching conclusions about capitalism as 
a system and the need to change it.  
 
At the moment many young people have an individual consciousness. This 
is to be expected as many have never witnessed the benefits of collective 
struggle. In recent times the movements that they have created (like 
Occupy) have been politically confused and uneven. Regardless we 
recognise that any steps towards collective struggle are steps in the right 
direction therefore we strive to participate with enthusiasm.  
 
Young people’s absent experience of collective struggle and mass 
movements also means, on the positive side, that they have not 
experienced the defeats and betrayals of the past and have not been 
demoralised by bad experiences. Consequently their apparent apathy and 
inaction can shift rapidly to extreme optimism.  
 
Our focus needs to be on understanding the moods and attitudes of young 
people and participating in all of their struggles. We need to try and draw 
the most radical, the best fighters and the most politically developed into 
our ranks.  
 
Just because older workers have more responsibilities and more pressures 
on them than the youth, it does not mean that they cannot also be 
radicalised quickly. With the experiences of the rest of the world in front 
of them the Australian working class may not take so long to move into 
action.  
 
It is possible that Australian workers can draw some lessons from Europe 
and jump over some of the hurdles more quickly. This will be fast tracked 
even further if we can grow and help sections of the class draw the right 
conclusions.  
 
Conclusion  



In general terms we can say with certainty that this crisis is an 
international one and that it will be of a drawn out character. But within 
that general route there will be many twists and turns.  
 
If the situation in Europe or the US worsens, this will further impact on 
China. Even without Europe and the US, China is facing a series of crises 
itself. Any number of factors can lead to the Australian economy slowing 
significantly – even in the short term. With many regions on the east coast 
already in recession we could quickly see a situation here that closely 
resembles that of Europe.  
 
That said it is possible that China can draw out the process a little longer, 
it is definitely the case that the length of time that Australia can continue 
to avoid the worst is limited. The direction is clear but the question is one 
of timing.  
 
In this period, where people’s consciousness is yet to catch up to events, 
we need to focus on growing and strengthening our modest forces in order 
to be able to take full advantage of things when the objective situation 
does shift more in our favour. A growing number of people are questioning 
the system and interest in socialist ideas is already growing. If every 
opportunity is taken there is no reason why we can not expand by way of 
numbers and influence.  
 
If Abbott comes to power in September we anticipate that it will be an 
unstable government from the beginning. Regardless of what majority he 
has in the parliament people will not see this as mandate to further 
undermine their living standards. While it is possible that people could be 
initially shocked at the severity of the austerity measures implemented, it 
will not be too long before people realise the only solution is to fight back. 
 
Abbott will be under immediate pressure from big business to implement 
an even harsher austerity regime in order to try and protect their profits 
against the impending downturn. This in and of itself will compound the 
already existing problems with the Australian economy. In a similar way to 
what we have seen in Queensland with Campbell Newman people can lose 
faith in the government quite quickly. Exactly how things pan out post 
September will depend on other international factors but we can expect a 
change in people’s attitudes.  
 
Feeling that they have exhausted all opportunities or that they have been 
blocked on the electoral front workers can instinctively look to towards 
the extra parliamentary arena to struggle. Because of the weak state of 
the labour movement struggles will not always result in victories but the 
experiences gained by the class will be invaluable.  
 
Feeling under pressure, and seeing themselves as locked out of the 
political process for some time, the unions may decide to organise struggle 
within some limits. This can help facilitate more political debate in the 
labour movement and open space for socialist ideas to get a wider hearing. 
 
While we would obviously welcome any increase in struggle we also need 
to constantly warn that struggles will be best won by developing a new 
militant trend in the labour movement – including the development of a 
new workers party. Mass organisations of the working class, set up on the 
right political basis, are the best way to guard against set backs in the 
struggle.  
 
At the same time reforms are always seen by the ruling class as temporary 
under capitalism. What they are forced to give with one hand they will try 



to take back with the other. At the moment the system itself is putting 
every gain won by previous generations into jeopardy.  
 
Just as we have seen elsewhere in the world the Australian working class 
will not just sit back and accept this. On the contrary, we will see 
widespread opposition. On the basis of experience the working class will 
draw the conclusion that the only alternative to capitalist misery is 
democratic socialism – the public ownership and the democratic planning 
of society’s resources in order to be able to raise everyone’s living 
conditions. This is the type of future we are fighting for.  
www.socialistworld.net 

 

Why did Rwandan War Lord Accused of Crimes in Congo, Give Himself Up to the ICC?
 

 
 

 
 

Maurice Carney interviewed by Paul Jay from The Real News Network 18 
April 2013 
 
PAUL JAY, SENIOR EDITOR, TRNN: Welcome to The Real News Network. 
I'm Paul Jay. 
 
On March 18, Bosco Ntaganda, accused of being a war criminal for his 
activities in the Congo--he's a warlord and, as we understand it, working 
mostly with Rwanda. He's of Rwandan descent. Any rate, he walks into a 
U.S. embassy in Rwanda and gives himself up. He's then flown to the 
Netherlands. And he's going to face charges for war crimes before the 
International Criminal Court. 
 
So just why did he give himself up? And does this reflect any change in 
Rwandan policy towards the Congo or U.S. policy? 
 
Now joining us to talk about all of this is Maurice Carney. He's the 
executive director and cofounder of Friends of the Congo. He joins us from 
Washington, D.C. 
 
Thanks for joining us again, Maurice. 
 
MAURICE CARNEY, EXEC. DIR. AND COFOUNDER, FRIENDS OF THE 
CONGO: Hi. It's a pleasure being with you, Paul. 
 
JAY: So tell us a little bit about this guy. And then why on earth would he 
give himself up? 
 
CARNEY: Yeah. The claim that Bosco Ntaganda gave himself up is dubious 
at best. However, the best way to look at the situation is that Bosco 
represents the third high-level Rwandan proxy who have committed crimes 
in the Congo and then fled back into Rwanda. 
 
Back in 2004, you have a gentleman by the name of [aZu.@mutubisi] who 
committed crimes in the Congo, and as a result of pressure fled back into 
Rwanda.  
 
In 2008, end of 2008, start of 2009, you had Laurent Nkunda, who headed 
up the National Congress for the Defense of the People. There was global 
pressure put on Rwanda for its support of Nkunda and his rebel militia 
inside of the Congo. And Rwanda basically took him off the playing field, 
put him under house arrest, and--. 
 



JAY: Give us a brief history of Ntaganda and just why he is considered a 
war criminal. 
 
CARNEY: Well, he's got seven counts of charges against him by the 
International Criminal Court for abducting of children, making them child 
soldiers, forms of slavery in terms of enslaving girls to be booty in his 
rampage in the east of the Congo. He's committed heinous crimes. One 
example in 2008, for example, in a place called Kiwanja, he pretty much 
moved in with his troops and wiped out the entire village. So he has a long 
history, dating back over a decade, of committing heinous crimes in the 
Congo itself.  
 
He's a former or a veteran of the Rwandan Patriotic Front, fought with the 
Rwandans in 1994 when they took power in Rwanda, fought with Rwandans 
when they invaded Congo in 1996, and then subsequently he served as a 
rebel proxy militia inside the Congo from mid-2000 to the present. 
 
JAY: Now, just to put this in some big context again for people who aren't 
following the story, we've talked about this before. The Congo is perhaps 
one of the greatest deposits of natural riches on the planet. And Rwanda 
and Uganda, more or less in alliance with the U.S. policy, have been 
sponsoring these rebel groups in the Congo. And Ntaganda himself, he 
hasn't been at odds with Rwanda, right? So why hand him over? 
 
CARNEY: Yeah. He was handed over largely because of global pressure. As 
you stated, Rwanda and Uganda, with the full backing of the United 
States, since 1996 have invaded the Congo twice. They've fought each 
other--that is, Rwanda and Uganda fought each other on Congolese soil. 
And they have supported proxy militia in the Congo for the last 16 years. 
 
And what happens is whenever there's global pressure put on Rwanda for 
its support of the elicit network that's in the eastern provinces of the DRC, 
the way Rwanda responds is to remove the leader of that militia and 
replace him with another leader. So, as I shared a little earlier, in 2004, 
[Zu.mutubiti], a Rwandan proxy inside of the Congo, pressure came on, 
and he fled back into Rwanda, where--he's still there today. 
 
In 2008, 2009, Laurent Nkunda headed up the rebel militia called the 
National Congress for the Defense of the People. Pressure was put on 
Rwanda as a result of UN reports and other documentation of Rwanda's 
complicity in destabilizing the Congo, and Laurent Nkunda was put under 
house arrest by the Rwandan government. And the Rwandan chief of 
defense or defense minister, James Kabarebe, replaced Laurent Nkunda 
with Bosco Ntaganda, and Bosco Ntaganda took over the leadership of the 
CNDP. 
 
Now, today, we have pressure put on Rwanda again for its continuing 
destabilizing of the eastern provinces of the DRC, and Bosco was taken off 
the playing field, ostensibly to be replaced by another rebel militia, 
named Sultani Makenga. 
 
JAY: Now, hang on. Bosco says he's not guilty. He says he gave himself up, 
but he also says he's not guilty. He says, I'm just a soldier. So isn't Rwanda 
a little worried that when Bosco gets in front of the ICC he's going to point 
the finger at Rwanda and say, I was just a soldier for them? 
 
CARNEY: I don't think Rwanda's--that's what many analysts are saying, but I 
don't think that's a major concern of Rwanda. Paul, there is no dearth of 
evidence in terms of Rwanda's complicity in war crimes, crimes against 
humanity, the destabilizing, the pillaging of the Congo. So there's just an 



abundance of evidence. The evidence of Rwanda's complicity in the Congo 
is not the issue. 
 
What is the issue is that in spite of Rwanda's crimes in the Congo, it 
continues to get cover from the United States, from the United Nations, 
from the United Kingdom. And this is where the problem lies. There's a 
lack of political will on the part of the world powers that are protecting 
Rwanda to act against Rwanda. When I say act, I mean sanctioning Rwanda 
at the UN. Rwanda's violated UN embargoes. Putting high-level officials, 
Rwandan officials, on the sanctions list--they've been identified and named 
for their role in destabilizing the Congo. So this is where the issue lies 
today. 
 
That illicit network that Rwanda has in the eastern provinces of DRC is still 
intact, and that's where we really need to focus. If we focus on Bosco at 
the Hague and what he's going to say and what he's not going to say about 
Rwanda, we'll be missing the ball. We need to dismantle that illicit 
network that is in place in the eastern provinces of the DRC destabilizing 
the region, pilfering the resources, and--. 
 
JAY: Right. Now, didn't President Obama as senator--we've talked about 
this before, but didn't he actually sponsor a bill that would require the 
United States to sanction countries like Uganda and Rwanda--and actually 
that's what they had in mind was Uganda and Rwanda--for interfering in 
Congolese affairs? So as president, what's been the followup? 
 
CARNEY: Until June 2012, he hadn't acted. It was in June 2012 that United 
States finally withheld $200,000, which is a pittance in terms of what the 
U.S. gives to Rwanda each year, in some exceeding over $200 million a 
year. So there has been a lack of action on the part of the Obama 
administration. And that's why we say we need to keep the pressure up.  
 
It's important to note the administration is represented by Assistant 
Secretary of State for African Affairs Johnnie Carson and the U.S. 
ambassador to the United Nations, Susan Rice. They acknowledge the role 
that Rwanda has played. In fact, Susan Rice is quoted recently, within the 
last couple of weeks, as saying Rwanda's played a negative--or is negatively 
involved in the Congo. When asked, well, why don't you do something 
about it, then she says it's complicated. The reason why it's complicated: 
because this is a U.S. ally that is sponsoring war crimes, war criminals 
inside the Congo, and the United States is reluctant to act. So that's where 
the problem lies, the reluctance on the part of the United States, the lack 
of political will for the U.S. to act against a proxy or a client state in 
Rwanda. 
 
JAY: Now, where's the Congolese government in all this? They're not 
innocents in all of this. 
 
CARNEY: No, no, they're not. And the Congolese government is a part of 
the problem, because it's a government that lacks legitimacy among the 
population. It's a government that appropriated the last elections and 
really doesn't represent the will of the people. And for all intents and 
purposes, its diplomatic effort has been lackluster. So you have a situation 
where you have aggressive neighbors in Rwanda and Uganda destabilizing 
the Congo, a weak and inept government that's headed up by Joseph 
Kabila. So that leaves the Congolese people to their own devices with little 
protection at all.  
 
And this is part of the reason why we see the United Nations having so 
much of a say in Congolese affairs, because of the weakness of the 



Congolese state. Just this past week, the United Nations proposed what 
they called a intervention force, made up of about 2,500 troops, that 
would ostensibly go after rebel militia inside the Congo. In addition to 
that, they appointed Mary Robinson, the former Irish prime minister, as 
special envoy to the Great Lakes region to carry out a peace framework for 
the region that was signed by 11 African nations and some of the regional 
bodies in late February. So really you're seeing a situation where for all 
intents and purposes Congo is under tutelage by the United Nations and 
members of the international community.  
 
And that's been the crux of Congo's problems from day one, in that the 
people of the Congo haven't been in control and haven't been able to 
determine the affairs of the Congo, and Congo has been kept weak, Congo 
has been kept dependent, and Congo has been kept impoverished, and all 
this happening in the heart of Africa, which is vital to the future of the 
African continent. So if you have this type of weakness in the heart of 
Africa, it doesn't bode well for the continent as a whole. 
 
JAY: And in terms of international mining companies that are active in 
Congo--and I assume many would like to be there or be there more--do 
they benefit from the instability, which some people have argued, because 
it's harder for the Congolese people to assert sort of any kind of 
sovereignty or regulatory environment or get royalties? Or would they not 
benefit from a somewhat more stable environment because, you know, 
chaos isn't always good for business? 
 
CARNEY: No. Well, we can look at the evidence. The United Nations from 
2001 to 2003 named some 85 companies that are illegally exploiting 
Congo's riches. We have companies such as Banro Corporation out of 
Canada. They have gold concessions in the very area where the fighting is 
taking place that's valued over $10 billion. And they own these concessions 
outright--100 percent ownership of these concessions, a ten-year tax 
holiday. So they've definitely benefited. We have another company, 
AngloGold Ashanti, for example--. 
 
JAY: Well, back up for one sec. So how would this company mine when 
there's, you know, militias and fighting taking place? I mean, are they 
essentially having private armies that protect these mines? What do they 
do? 
 
CARNEY: Well, in the case of Banro, in the area that they have, they are 
protected. They don't have to be concerned about the militia. Militia are 
not infringing upon their concession at this stage. In the case of AngloGold 
Ashanti, for example, Human Rights Watch had published a report entitled, 
around 2005, The Curse of Gold, where you had AngloGold Ashanti officials 
paying off militias in order for them to get access and control the areas 
where AngloGold Ashanti wanted to do the gold mining. So you have a 
situation where these international mining companies have worked with 
militia groups.  
 
And eventually, at a certain point, once they get up to production levels--
The Toronto Star had run a piece on Banro where they indicated at some 
point they're going to have to have some kind of security, private military 
corporations or some security to protect their investments, because you 
have a situation where they're displacing local Congolese population in 
order to get access to those mineral resources for industrial mining. And 
that doesn't sit well with the local population. So they're going to have to 
protect their investment not just from militia, but also from the local 
population, who may have grievances because they've been displaced and 
not properly compensated for the land that they've lost. 



 
JAY: So a weak Congolese government and chaos in the countryside, if you 
can afford your own army, ain't so bad. 
 
CARNEY: Exactly. It's good for business. 
 
JAY: Alright. Thanks for joining us, Maurice. 
 
CARNEY: Alright. Thank you. 
 
JAY: And thank you for joining us on The Real News Network. 

 

National Development Plan: The devil is in the economic detail 

 
 

 
 

Neil Coleman 16 April 2013  
 
It’s the Economy Stupid!” was President Bill Clinton’s campaign mantra, 
underlining that the core of all politics is in fact economics. This is true 
too for the National Development Plan (NDP) ¬– the failure to get the 
economics right will condemn the plan to obscurity. So, much as there may 
be commendable elements of the plan, its fundamentals rest on its 
economic strategy, the basic flaws of which are fatal to its prospects of 
success. At the very least, the economic parts of the document need to be 
redrafted. 
 
I was involved in discussions at Mangaung when the ANC proposed to 
endorse the “broad vision of the NDP”, and engage with the detail 
later.The failure of the conference to interrogate the document, and 
address its serious inconsistencies with the policies of the movement, 
however, could prove to be a very costly decision. The delegates could not 
have intended to limit themselves to the Vision Statement of the NDP, 
which is really a 10-page poem, talking in very lyrical terms about the 
future South Africa. 
 
Unfortunately there was no time in Mangaung for any substantive 
discussion of the document (certainly in the economic transformation 
commission, where I was present), but if delegates had engaged with the 
detail, a cursory examination of the NDP’s economic vision, would have 
revealed serious problems which bedevil the entire plan. 
 
The vision of economic transformation outlined in the NDP is expressed in 
a key table on employment targets, which sets out the goals the plan is 
striving for by 2030. At first glance, these targets for 2030 seem positive, 
and ambitious. But closer scrutiny reveals that aspects of this economic 
vision are quite problematic: 
 
The dramatic, positive, headline is the plan proposes to create nearly 11 
million jobs by 2030, and reduce the unemployment rate to 6%. Further, it 
proposes a reduction of inequality and elimination of poverty by 2030. On 
the face of it this picture looks very good. However, when we subject this 
vision to further scrutiny, serious problems emerge. As songwriter Tom 
Waits sang: “the large print giveth but the small print taketh away”… 
 
1. The NDP’s jobs plan is problematic and unsustainable:  
Its success hinges on the creation of mostly low quality and precarious jobs 
based outside the core productive sectors of the economy. The target of 
11 million jobs by 2030 is based on a plan which is unsustainable, relying 



disproportionately on SMME jobs, as well as jobs in the service sector. The 
NDP makes the startling proposal that 90% of the jobs will be created in 
SMMEs, drawing on faulty analysis of recent SMME performance, and 
contrary to statistical evidence that SMMEs have shown little increase in 
the share of employment over the last decade. A recent study of a large 
sample of firms performance from 2005-11, by two UCT economists, and a 
Stats SA deputy director-general, concludes that far from being major net 
job creators, job destruction was far higher in small firms, and that large 
firms have a higher rate of net job creation. Furthermore, the NDP 
expectation that 9,9 million jobs will come from SMME’s is highly 
unrealistic. If the plan is followed, it is highly likely that many of these 
jobs won’t materialise, and those that do materialise, will mostly be of 
low quality. The plan concedes that it is based on the creation, 
particularly in the first 10 years of low-paying jobs, as opposed to decent 
work.  
 
2. The NDP fails to pursue the National Growth Plan (NGP)/Industrial 
Policy Action Plan (IPAP) vision of reindustrialising the economy, with 
manufacturing at the centre.  
The plan ignores recent consensus which has emerged around the need for 
a state-led industrial strategy, a strategy which has been successfully 
pursued by a number of our Brics partners. In 486 pages the NDP doesn’t 
mention the Industrial Policy Action Plan once! The plan envisages the 
share of manufacturing in total jobs shrinking from around 12% in 2010, to 
9.6% in 2030. On the other extreme, employment in all services increases 
by five million jobs, or up from 30% as a percentage of employment to a 
whopping 40% in 2030. Of the 11 million new jobs envisaged in the NDP, 
nearly two thirds will come from services, domestic work and the informal 
sector. Hardly an industrialisation or diversification strategy! 
 
3. The NDP is premised on undermining worker rights, and a low-wage 
strategy: 
The key to the NDP’s “employment strategy” which was in significant part 
driven by Treasury-aligned technocrats, lies in the old Treasury agenda of 
deregulating labour markets. The plan proposes a series of measures 
which, through legislation or social coercion, would have the effect of 
undermining existing worker rights, and promoting a new stratum of ultra-
low paid first-time workers, earning even less than low-paid workers are 
currently earning. This would be achieved inter alia through legislative 
measures aimed at making dismissals easier, allowing free reign to labour 
brokers up to six months of employment, reducing worker rights in SMMEs, 
and broadening the definition of essential services to prevent strikes in 
large parts of the public sector. This is combined with proposals to drive 
through agreements, and a social compact, providing for lower wages for 
first-time entrants to the labour market. 
 
The NDP is based on the false assumption that by reducing wages 
employers will be more prepared to employ workers, particularly first-time 
workers. However, stats show that while real median wages of low-skilled 
workers have fallen since the 1990’s, jobs for the low-skilled have shrunk 
by nearly a million. So, low wages don’t create employment. On the other 
hand 2.5 million jobs have been created for higher paid higher-skilled 
workers over the same period. The NDP further bases its proposal for a 
social accord on an equal myth, which assumes that if workers receive 
wage increases below the level of productivity growth (which in any event 
has been happening for many years), because this raises the level of profit, 
employers in return will deliver greater investment in job creation. 
However the NDP then shatters its own assumption, citing a study by 
economists that “profit margins are already very high in South Africa... low 
profits may not actually be the reason for low levels of investment… Given 



deep inequalities, workers do not see why they should accept wage 
restraint”! Nevertheless it insists that labour “has to recognise that some 
wage moderation is required...” 
 
4. The NDP vision is based on the acceptance that high levels of 
inequality will persist until 2030, contrary to the policies of the 
movement that redistribution must form a critical basis of the new 
growth path.  
The plan proposes that the Gini coefficient, which measures income 
inequality, will only decrease slightly from its current world-beating level 
of 69% (or 0.69) to an excessively high 60% (or 0,6) by 2030. In terms of 
current measurements, 60% would still make our levels of inequality higher 
than any other major country in the world! This long-term target (which 
Brazil has surpassed by far in less than 10 years) is an embarrassment for a 
country claiming to be serious about combating inequality. The average 
Gini for OECD countries, which by no means have low levels of inequality, 
is less than half of this – between 25 to 35% after taxes and transfers. 
Given that the plan is premised on a massive increase in low-wage jobs, 
and increased profits for employers, it stands to reason that levels of 
inequality between the top and the bottom will continue at very high 
levels, and possibly even increase. 
 
Linked to this, the NDP accepts that massively high levels of concentration 
of wealth and poverty will still be in place by 2030. It proposes to increase 
the share of income going to the bottom 40% of income earners from the 
current 6% to a mere 10%. The ambition of the NDP is therefore that nearly 
half of our people should receive 10% of the wealth after 18 years of 
implementation of the national plan!  
 
5. The NDP uses a very low poverty measure of R418 a person, a month 
(2009 prices), suggesting that only those households with an income of 
less than R2,000 a month are living in poverty.  
It argues that 39% of South Africans in 2009 fell below this level, and that 
by 2030 no-one will fall below this level. But this is a false target to set, as 
there is no basis for this poverty measure. The Household Subsistence 
Level and Supplemented Living Level calculate the minimum income a 
family of five needed to afford basic necessities, as around R3,500 a month 
in 2009, against the NPC figure of about R2,000. In December 2012, in 
looking at minimum wages for farm workers, the Bureau for Food and 
Agricultural Production, found that farmworkers wouldn’t even be able to 
afford enough food to feed their families adequately, if they earned 
R2,000 a month, let alone afford other basic necessities – therefore the 
R2,000 figure was way below what could be regarded as a basic minimum 
income level. And roughly 50% of South Africans lived below the R3,500 
level in 2009. There is therefore no scientific basis for the NDP measure, 
beyond the well-known drive of Treasury to keep poverty line calculations 
as low as possible. A more realistic calculation of poverty levels would 
require NDP projections to be adjusted in a way which would reveal the 
persistence of unacceptably high levels of poverty, even by 2030. This is 
clearly a result which the NDP authors realised would be unpalatable. 
 
6. The 6% target for unemployment is totally unrealistic:  
The NDP uses the official or limited definition of unemployment which 
excludes all discouraged workseekers (over three million unemployed 
workers are excluded from this definition). Its figure for unemployment is 
25% for 2010, as opposed to the more realistic rate of over 36%. The 6% 
target therefore lacks all credibility, and would need to be recalculated to 
include all the unemployed excluded by the National Planning Commission 
definition. Again, the NDP authors didn’t like the result this would have 
given them, and tortured the statistics into making a false confession! 



 
Therefore the big picture vision of the plan is based on dubious 
assumptions, and problematic strategies, which leave the highly unequal 
structure of our economy and economic marginalisation of the majority 
essentially intact, with some tinkering around the edges. Contrary to the 
NDP marketing PR, the economic dimension of the plan is not coherent or 
evidence-based, but highly ideological. It is based on faulty statistics, 
dubious economic assumptions and incoherent analysis. It certainly does 
not address the injunction of the ANC conference to advance a radical 
economic shift to address the challenges of this phase of our democratic 
transition.This is not a vision therefore which can be embraced with any 
enthusiasm. DM 
www.dailymaverick.co.za 
 
Disclaimer: Cosatu has not finalised its view on the NDP, and will do so at 
its May meeting of the central executive committee. A summary of the 
draft critique of the NDP, and references used in this article, is available 
at www.cosatu.org.za 
 
Neil Coleman is strategies co-ordinator in the Cosatu secretariat 

 

Behind the stock market surge 

 
 

 
 

In the first week of March share prices surged on the New York Stock 
Exchange followed by other major exchanges. Does this signify a revival 
of the global capitalist economy? 
Lynn Walsh, editor of Socialism Today, magazine of the Socialist Party 
(CWI England & Wales) 16 April 2013  
 
The Financial Times was quick to note that “little of investors’ exuberance 
is reflected in core economic data… The US and the UK ended the year 
stagnant; the eurozone and Japan in renewed recession; the emerging 
world slowing down”. (Stock Markets Defy Economic Woes, 6 March)  
 
“Asia’s economic recovery is losing momentum and Europe’s slump is 
proving deeper than expected, raising concerns that soaring stock markets 
globally have jumped ahead of economic reality”. (Evans-Pritchard, 
Booming Stock Markets Belie World Economy, Daily Telegraph, 12 March) 
There is a glaring contradiction between soaring shares and the real 
economy, a symptom of the peculiar conjuncture of world capitalism.  
 
The Dow Jones Industrial Average (DJIA), an index of 30 ‘blue-chip’ 
corporations, reached a record high on 4 March, following a 54% fall during 
the 2007-09 slump. When adjusted for inflation, however, the DJIA is still 
10% below its 2007 peak. Nevertheless, this is still an amazing recovery 
given the stagnation of the world economy.  
 
Writing in the Financial Times, Chris Giles refers to “persistent weak 
growth” of the advanced capitalist economies. “While International 
Monetary Fund data show advanced economies grew only 1.3% in the five 
years between 2007 and 2012, the degree to which economies are pulling 
themselves out of their woes is much harder to discern amid often 
conflicting data”. (Little Recovery in Advanced Economies, 5 March)  
 
Giles refers to a new statistical technique of combining various types of 
data to provide a composite index of economic progress. “The research… 
suggests that US economic news has been no better than normal and the 



country’s recovery has been characterised by mini-cycles of moderately 
good, then bad, data since 2010”. He quotes a professor Beber of Cass 
Business School as saying “since the crisis, the US has been chugging along 
around zero. Each time the recovery looks like it’s picking up, it then falls 
back”.  
 
Referring to the eurozone, Giles comments that “around 2010, indicators 
of growth were strong in the single currency area [following big stimulus 
packages by the major EU economies]… but the positive data fell away in 
2011 and is now significantly worse than historic norms”.  
 
“The UK is still marred in the weak economic data it has become used to 
since 2011, with the index remaining reasonably stable at subpar levels”. 
This describes a depression, not as deep as the 1930s but a period of weak 
cyclical growth in which capitalism fails to overcome the obstacles to 
growth and rise decisively above its previous peaks.  
 
But why, in this dismal situation, have share prices shot up? The immediate 
trigger seems to have been the US employment figures for February, which 
showed an increase of 236,000 jobs, higher than the expected 165,000. A 
big factor in this was the increase in construction jobs, due to more 
favourable weather. The unemployment rate fell to 7.7%. This was taken 
by financial markets as indicating a continuation, if not a pick-up, in the 
painfully slow recovery of the US economy. However, while the 
unemployment rate fell (based on the number of workers seeking jobs), 
the labour force participation rate actually fell. The employment-to-
population ratio (EPOP) has fallen from 63% in 2007 to 58.6% currently. 
There are still fewer workers in employment than there were before the 
great recession.  
 
Also driving the surge in share prices is the continuation of low interest 
rate policies and massive liquidity creation by major central banks. The US 
Federal Reserve has pumped around $3 trillion into the economy since 
2007, and has made it clear that it will carry on creating credit until there 
is sustained growth. The Bank of England has pumped in £375 billion of 
quantitative easing. China has expanded total domestic credit from $9 
trillion to $23 trillion over the last four years, while Japan is about to 
embark on another programme of state stimulus and credit expansion.  
 
The expanded credit is meant to feed into the economy to stimulate 
investment, increase production and consumption. In reality, the 
continued flood of credit has had a perverse effect. The credit squeeze for 
small businesses, home-buyers and consumers has continued as banks 
rebuild their capital reserves. Meanwhile, most of the additional liquidity 
has flowed into financial markets. The sharp rise in share prices, in fact, is 
an indication that the ultra-cheap credit is creating a new share-price 
bubble. This could pop at any time. Even before March is out, the Cyprus 
crisis is causing renewed jitters on world stock exchanges.  
 
The yields from government bonds are currently extremely low, in fact 
negative in inflation-adjusted terms. This is also one of the effects of 
increased central bank liquidity, which allows governments to borrow at 
near-zero rates. Investors flush with cash, therefore, have turned to 
company shares in search of higher returns. Wealthy investors are also 
encouraged by the prospect of increased returns from profitable 
companies (from dividend payments or capital gains on selling shares at 
higher prices). The higher corporate profits come from the intensified 
exploitation of workers. “With millions still out of work, companies face 
little pressure to raise salaries, while productivity gains allow them to 
increase sales without adding workers. ‘So far in this recovery, 



corporations have captured an unusually high share of the income gains’, 
said Ethan Harris, co-head of global economics at Bank of America Merrill 
Lynch”. (Nelson Schwarz, Recovery in US Lifting Profits, New York Times, 3 
March)  
 
“As a percentage of national income, corporate profits stood at 14.2% in 
the third quarter of 2012, the largest share at any time since 1950, while 
the portion of income that went to employees was 61.7%, near its lowest 
point since 1966. In recent years the shift has accelerated during the slow 
recovery that followed the financial crisis and ensuing recession of 
2008/09”. (Schwarz) The big corporations continue to apply new 
technology to reduce their need for labour, as well as relying on cheaper 
labour in low-cost countries.  
 
The big corporations are also following a policy of pushing up their share 
prices by buying back their own shares. This amounts to a cash hand-out to 
their shareholders, which artificially raises share prices by increasing the 
profit-per-share. This is carried out partly by using their huge cash 
reserves and partly through borrowing cheap money in order to subsidise 
the buy-backs. Historically, stock markets were a source of funds for 
investment in companies. Such is the irrationality of present-day 
capitalism, that the opposite is the case: there is a massive transfer of 
funds from profitable companies to shareholders.  
 
The Financial Times Lex column explains: “Companies have been enjoying 
record profitability. But they are using it on dividends and share buy-
backs, which last year reached a combined level surpassed only in 2007. 
S&P 500 companies paid out slightly less than 90% of net income on 
dividends and buy-backs last year, S&P’s data show. They are spending to 
keep per-share earnings and dividends rising. Investors are happy. But it is 
not easy to see how companies can accelerate the pace at which they 
return cash. Unlike consumers, they are as leveraged [indebted] as ever”. 
(13 March)  
 
Steve Rothwell (Associated Press) writes: “Companies have also been 
hoarding cash. The amount of cash and cash-equivalents being held by 
companies listed in the S&P 500 climbed to an all-time high $1 trillion at 
the end of September, 65% more than five years ago, according to S&P 
Dow Jones indices”. (AP, Housing and Jobs Key to Lifting S&P to Record, 28 
December 2012)  
 
Moreover, a large chunk of US corporations’ record profits are hidden away 
in offshore tax havens (like Bermuda and the Cayman Islands). The Wall 
Street Journal found that the 60 largest companies moved $166 billion 
offshore in 2012, shielding 40% of their earnings [profits] from American 
taxes and costing the US billions in lost revenue.  
 
Just 19 of the 60 companies disclosed their potential tax liability which 
totalled $98 billion – more than the $85 billion in the automatic, across-
the-board spending cuts triggered recently following the US Congress’s 
failure to agree a budget.  
 
Capitalists invest and produce goods and services to make profits. But it is 
clear from the current situation that short-term profits are in themselves 
not sufficient to bring about increased investment. How has this come 
about? In the closing phase of the post-war upswing after 1968 capitalists 
of the advanced countries were hit by a decline in profitability. After a 
period of ‘stagflation’ (low growth, high unemployment, but high 
inflation), they turned after 1980 to the unprecedented expansion of 
credit and financial speculation. The neo-liberal policies accompanying 



this turn helped create the conditions for super-profits and the extreme 
polarisation of wealth throughout the capitalist world.  
 
Now, most of the big corporations are reaping huge profits. But because of 
overcapacity in many industries and weak consumer demand (because of 
reduced incomes and public spending cuts), corporations and their 
financial masters see insufficient openings for profitable investments. Paul 
Krugman sums it up: “Not only are workers failing to share in the fruits of 
their own rising productivity, hundreds of billions of dollars are piling up in 
the treasuries of corporations that, facing weak consumer demand, see no 
reason to put those dollars to work”. (The Market Speaks, New York Times, 
7 March) Krugman calls for a massive increase in public spending to 
stimulate demand. While this would give a temporary boost to the 
economy, it would not necessarily create the conditions for profitable 
investment by the capitalists, the precondition for sustained growth within 
capitalism.  
 
Meanwhile, as one commentator puts it, corporate profits continue to 
“eat” the economy. (Derek Thompson, Corporate Profits are Eating the 
Economy’, New Atlantic, 4 March) The chart (based on US data) shows 
that, from 1970 to the mid-1990s, the growth of corporate profits 
approximately followed the growth of GDP and workers’ income. Then 
“corporate profits began to take off, relative to GDP growth, in the 1990s, 
before exploding in the last decade”. Profits plunged during the 2008 
crisis, but have since recovered to new heights (the finance sector now 
accounts for roughly half of US corporate profits).  
 
“When the economy crashes [says Thompson], we all crash together: 
corporate profits, employment, and growth. But when the economy 
recovers, we don’t recover together…”  

 

The Iron Lady Is Dead But Thatcherism Lives On 

 
 

 
 

Gary Younge 15 April 2013 
 
In 1966, a little more than a year after Martin Luther King won the Nobel 
peace prize, only 33% of Americans had a favourable view of him, as 
opposed to 63% who viewed him unfavourably. It's not difficult to see why. 
He was a civil rights leader in a country where 85% of whites thought 
blacks were "moving too fast for racial equality". He had also become a 
vocal opponent of the Vietnam war. Just six days after King's death in April 
1968, the Virginia congressman William Tuck blamed King for his own 
murder, telling the House of Representatives that King "fomented discord 
and strife between the races ... He who sows the seed of sin shall reap and 
harvest a whirlwind of evil." 
 
But in the intervening 45 years, the mud slung at him has been cleaned off 
and his legacy buffed to resemble that of a national treasure. In 1986 his 
birthday became an annual national federal holiday. By 1999, a Gallup poll 
revealed that King tied with John F Kennedy and Albert Einstein as one of 
the most admired public figures of the 20th century in the US. More 
popular than Franklin Delano Roosevelt, Pope John Paul II and Winston 
Churchill. Only Mother Teresa was more cherished. In 2011, King's 
memorial was opened on the National Mall in DC, with a 30ft statue sitting 
on four acres of prime, historical real estate. 
 
"We can view the past and achieve our understanding of the past only 
through the eyes of the present," argued the historian EH Carr in What Is 



History?, his landmark essay. "The historian is of his own age, and is bound 
to it by the conditions of human existence." 
 
America came to appreciate King only once it had reached a consensus 
that legal segregation was wrong, that the Vietnam war was a mistake and 
that the other things he said about wealth redistribution, American 
militarism and affirmative action had conveniently been forgotten. At that 
point his legacy could be understood by enough people, not as the source 
of division – as his contributions were seen at the time – but of resolution. 
 
The polarised, polemical and at times problematic response to Margaret 
Thatcher's death has highlighted that, in her case, there has been no 
resolution and therefore there can be no consensus. Coming at a time of 
rising unemployment and economic inequality, declining social mobility, 
entrenched poverty and welfare cuts, with a Conservative-led government 
pursuing swingeing austerity measures, her death serves as a proxy for 
debate not only about divisions of the past but of the present. The front-
page headline of the Financial Times on Thursday read: "Prosperity gap 
widens as welfare cuts hit north hard." It could have been written at 
almost any time during the 1980s. 
 
Hers is a living legacy of marketisation, privatisation, economic 
stratification and social dislocation. Its victims and beneficiaries are not 
only still alive; they are still being born. Old, unhealed wounds about pit 
villages and hunger strikers are being exposed as new ones about disability 
benefits and the bedroom tax are being inflicted. A poll shows that 
Thatcher's policies – such as cutting income tax and raising VAT, 
privatisation and cutting top tax rates for the rich – are among the least 
popular today, but these are the very ones the coalition government is 
pursuing. Appreciation of her breaks down pretty much on party lines: 90% 
of Conservatives said she was good or great, as opposed to just 23% of 
Labour voters. 
 
This is why attempts at hagiography and canonisation are continually 
interrupted by outbursts of outrage, incredulity and, occasionally, even 
jubilation. Of the complaints the BBC has received about its coverage of 
her death, 35% believe it has been too favourable, 29% that it has been too 
critical, and 36% that it has been too much. The Telegraph has shut down 
website comments on stories about her because of a flood of abuse. "Ding 
Dong, the witch is dead" from The Wizard of Oz is in the top 10 in the 
midweek charts and destined for No 1 next week. When a prominent 
statue of her was erected in 2002, a man decapitated it with a metal pole. 
Appeals to national unity in mourning the death of an elder stateswoman – 
which are generally heeded – have not been so widely observed this time 
because, while Thatcher is dead, Thatcherism is not. 
 
It is also why so many of those outbursts smack of impotent rage. 
Thatcherism was a gift Thatcher bequeathed to the British political class. 
Tony Blair entrenched her agenda, saying he felt his "job was to build on 
some of the things she had done rather than reverse them". David Cameron 
has expanded and deepened it. Clegg has willingly conceded to it. 
 
Ideologically, the left has adequately countered the rationale for 
Thatcherism. But organisationally and strategically it has failed to 
establish the wherewithal to respond adequately to it and, electorally, it 
has failed to convince enough people of its alternatives. 
 
The trouble isn't just that some people can't get over her agenda; it's that 
many are still going through it and have yet to find a way to get round it. 



www.zcommunications.org 

 Back 
 

Corporate Money Has No Nationality 

 
 

 
 

They Just Run India’ 
Arundhati Roy 14 April 2013 
 
Author and activist Arundhati Roy sent some “cryptic” answers to an e-
mail questionnaire sent by Outlook. Excerpts: 
 
Can India’s corporate sector, with all the taints of corruption and scams, 
decide India’s political future? 
 
Of course it can and of course it will. The whole point of the corruption is 
to consolidate power and money, isn’t it? But perhaps we should not use 
the words ‘Corporate India’...it is just a few corporations that run India 
who will be making those decisions. Even within ‘corporate India’ and the 
business community, there is an accelerated process of marginalisation 
and consolidation taking place. And corporate money has no nationality. 
 
Considering that the corporate sector’s worldview is so unidirectional and 
self-serving, why is it being accepted so blindly by the media and in turn 
by the people? 
 
Because the corporations own and control the media. And the media 
controls the imagination of the people. RIL, for example, owns controlling 
shares in 27 TV channels. Logically, ril’s political candidates are going to 
be promoted on those channels. 
 
What gives the corporates the strength to force such views on the people? 
 
Let me guess...could it be money? Lots of it? 
 
In the US, the corporate sector plays a key role in the selection of the 
president. The corporate sector here seems to be pushing in that culture—
individual-based politics as opposed to issue- or party-based public 
debates.... 
 
This election the Corporate Candidate will be the person who is seen as 
being able to ‘deliver’...and that will include being able to put down 
people’s rebellions across the country by deploying the army if necessary, 
in places like Jharkhand, Orissa and Chhattisgarh, where, in the corporate 
view, massive reserves of cold cash are languishing in the forests and 
mountains—not quite the US model, but getting there. 
 
Do you consider all this to be good for India’s democratic system and 
values? 
 
Yes, it’s excellent for Indian democracy. We should be run by corporations. 
The army should be deployed. Nothing should come in the way of 
corporate need. The poor should be moved into concentration camps 
outside large cities. The surplus population should be exterminated.  
www.zcommunications.org 

 



The Kremlin's Ostrich Economists 

 
 

 
 

Boris Kagarlitsky 11 April 2013 
 
Every so often, government officials come up with new terms to avoid 
alarming the public. Despite a decline in industrial production, massive 
capital flight, a weakened ruble and growing pessimism on the stock 
exchange, they stubbornly refuse to use such words as "downturn," "crisis" 
or "recession." Instead, they have enriched the Russian language with a 
new expression: "a pause in growth." Several months ago, as Western 
Europe was plunging into crisis, Russian officials boasted that the domestic 
economy was showing positive growth rates. Now, when the situation is 
deteriorating before our eyes, they pretend nothing is happening. 
 
Russian authorities made a serious error when they gloated over the 
economic problems incurred by Western European nations. This Kremlin 
conducts roughly the same economic policy as the European Union, and so 
it was inevitable that Russia would eventually experience the same 
negative consequences. In some ways, Russia's policies are even worse 
than those employed by Western leaders. For example, both Russian and 
Western governments are making deep spending cuts on health care and 
education, dismantling what remains of the welfare state and privatizing 
elements of the social infrastructure. Both are eliminating support to local 
governments and forcing them into debt. The difference is that Western 
states are responding to an acute shortage of funds, whereas Russia's 
liberal economists have convinced leaders to implement the same 
measures even when the budget is overflowing with money. 
 
The collapse of the banking sector in Cyprus pushed the mounting but 
hidden problems in the global economy into the open. Cyprus has been 
able to avoid total disaster, but Russia's current economic woes can be 
traced to a different problem. For five years, analysts and business 
professionals have been reading signs in stock market data indicating 
fluctuations in the price of oil, warning that it could one day develop into 
a full-blown crisis. 
 
If Russia's economic decline was based solely on a drop in global oil prices, 
as it was in 2008, it would have been less alarming than what is happening 
today. But the current drop in production is due to deep structural 
imbalances in the Russian economy, problems that no amount of 
petrodollars can rectify. This recession was brought on by a depleted 
domestic market, outdated manufacturing equipment, a lack of 
investment in industry and the high cost of credit. 
 
Russia's accession to the World Trade Organization only aggravated the 
situation. It led to serious problems in the agricultural sector and a 
reduction in industrial orders. Businesses experienced additional 
difficulties obtaining loans when financiers slowed lending as they waited 
to see how manufacturing companies would adapt to the new 
circumstances. Taken alone, many of these difficulties would ordinarily be 
temporary or "transitional," but combined with more fundamental 
economic troubles, they tend to exacerbate the overall problem. 
 
The Moscow leadership is watching events with Olympian calm, apparently 
hoping that the economic downturn will die out on its own, just as the 
previous economic growth also dried up. They prefer weakening the ruble 
to even the simplest and most conservative measures, such as lowering the 
Central Bank's interest rate on credit. Their logic employed is simply mind-
boggling. They argue that the interest rate cannot be lower than the rate 



of inflation, which is expected to hit 6 percent. But for some reason, they 
do not realize that expensive credit and a weak ruble will themselves 
accelerate inflation, especially when they occur simultaneously. 
 
At the Moscow Economic Forum in late March, opponents of WTO accession 
and critics of the current economic policy lashed out at the government. In 
early April, liberal economists who gathered at the Higher School of 
Economics made their own diagnosis of the problem. They said the crisis 
was caused by bureaucracy, the judicial system and the authorities. In 
effect, two separate approaches for economic recovery have been 
formulated by society. Liberals propose continuing the current economic 
course and complementing it with much-needed political reforms. Their 
opponents argue that serious changes are needed, but they look to the 
same old political leadership to implement them. 
 
Meanwhile, the authorities' inability to make needed corrections to 
economic policy is clearly the result of the government's internal workings, 
the rules governing the bloated state bureaucracy, the existing balance of 
powers within the ruling elite and the closed nature of authority that 
makes it impossible for the lower classes — or even the middle class — to 
influence the decision-making process.  
 
The machinery of government must be changed, and the country's political 
life must become democratic. Leaders should not continue pursuing 
economic and social policies that 75 percent of Russians despise. Those 
changes should be implemented so that those hated policies can be 
decisively reversed in accordance with the will of the majority. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Boris Kagarlitsky is the director of the Institute of Globalization and 
Social Movements. 

 

CAR South Africa’s rulers have blood on their hands 

 
 

 
 

Shawn Hattingh 11 April 2013 
 
Introduction 
Many people in South Africa were shocked by the death of at least 13 
South African National Defence Force (SANDF) troops when rebels overran 
their base in the capital of the Central African Republic (CAR). Amongst 
the public and within the media questions soon started arising around the 
possible reasons why troops were in CAR to begin with. When it emerged 
that troops were possibly partly deployed to protect businesses in CAR 
linked to top African National Congress (ANC) officials, there was 
widespread outrage. The fact that South African troops were involved in 
protecting the political and economic interests of wealthy people linked to 
the South African state in CAR, and other African countries, should 
perhaps, however, not come as a surprise. Throughout its history, whether 
during apartheid or post apartheid, the South African state – which is 
controlled by the ruling class and headed up by members of this class - has 
been most willing to deploy troops in parts of Africa to protect the 
political, economic and strategic interests of the South African ruling class. 
 
Indeed, the ruling class in South Africa have for decades had an explicit 
agenda of expanding their political and economic interests in Africa; in 
order to increase their own wealth and power. This has not changed since 
1994. It is, therefore, not an accident that current state policies such as 



the New Growth Path and National Development Plan openly promote the 
expansion of South African linked businesses and state-owned companies, 
in terms of trade and investment, into the rest of Africa. It is also not an 
unfortunate mishap or twist of fate that the South African state at every 
opportunity seeks to expand its political influence in Africa, including 
bullying members of the African Union into accepting a South African as 
Commission Chairperson. In plain words, the South African ruling class, in 
the past and present, act as imperialists in the rest of Africa. Like all 
imperialists, they also at times have to back up their economic and 
political interests and ambitions with a show of military power. That 
means at times deploying troops (who are, unfortunately, literally foot-
soldiers from the working class) when necessary to protect their 
companies, their allies and their strategic interests. In this imperialist 
game, blood has been spilt and people sacrificed in the name of profit and 
power.  
 
A very long history of bloodshed 
The tail of the dominance of South Africa’s ruling class and exploitation of 
large parts of Africa stretches at least back to the early 1900s. In recent 
history, South Africa’s economy has always been based on exploiting the 
southern African region, in terms of people and resources, and for this it 
has always needed to project military power and if need be deploy troops 
to other countries. It is a sad history indeed, and one covered in blood, the 
latest chapter being the deaths in the CAR. 
 
As a matter of fact, the deployment of troops to protect their economic 
and political interests was truly honed by South Africa’s ruling class - in 
those days made up exclusively of white capitalists and top white state 
officials – by the 1960s. Consequently, by 1967 the South African state was 
heavily involved in the War of Independence in Zimbabwe. The reason: to 
protect South African business interests in the country, including the 
mining interests of companies such as AngloAmerican, to prop up an ally in 
the form of the Smith regime, and to role back the prospect of a black 
nationalist movement taking state power in the then Rhodesia. To do so, 
military equipment was supplied to Rhodesia’s armed forces and from 1967 
onwards up to 4 000 members of the South African Police (SAP) were 
permanently deployed as combatants in the war – which included guarding 
the infrastructure of large South African corporations. The South African 
Security Branch also funded the notoriously brutal Selous Scouts, 
comprised of “turned” guerrillas and white special forces, and a number of 
its members also served in the unit. In the process, members of the SAP 
were involved in killing and torturing thousands of Zimbabweans on behalf 
of protecting the South African ruling class’s political and economic 
interests. 
 
From the 1960s onwards the South African state also began to play a key 
role in the wars in Angola and Mozambique. Even before independence, 
members of the Department of Military Intelligence and the SAP were 
being seconded to the Portuguese military in the wars in these countries.  
 
The role that the South African state played particularly in Angola led to 
the near destruction of the country. When the Portuguese state left Angola 
in 1975, the South African state escalated the war. This began with a full-
scale invasion by the South African Defence Force in 1975. Such invasions 
became common and South African troops were involved in decimating the 
south of the country. Clandestine operations were also conducted in other 
parts of the country, including sabotaging Angola’s oil fields. Linked to 
this, between the 1970s until 1990 the South African state actively 
supported the UNITA rebel group, which included undertaking joint 
operations on a large scale. 



 
The South African ruling class though had almost no direct economic 
interest in Angola. One of the few South African companies operating in 
Angola before and during the war was De Beers, but South African troops 
were not deployed on De Beers’ behalf. Much more strategic interests 
were at play than simply protecting a single company. South African state 
officials from the late 1960s until the end of apartheid were desperately 
concerned about the presence of vast quantities of oil in Angola. They 
believed the Angolan state, under the MPLA, was aiming to use revenue 
from oil to industrialise the country. If it did so successfully, they believed 
it could come to rival the South African ruling class in the region. Linked to 
this, apartheid state officials were worried the Angolan state would also 
start supplying oil to southern African countries, which would have aided 
in severely denting the South African ruling class’s political and economic 
stranglehold over the region. They were not willing to let this ever develop 
into a real prospect, and to do so they escalated the war.  
 
Their aim was, in fact, to have a protracted war that would drain the 
Angolan state’s resources and to also obliterate any development in the 
country and thereby snuff out the prospect of it ever developing into a 
rival. Having UNITA ascending into state power or beating the Cubans, 
MPLA, SWAPO and the ANC as is popularly believed, therefore, was not the 
primary aim; these would for the apartheid state planners have been 
bonuses, but they were not the central goal.  
 
In the course of the Angolan War, large parts of the country were indeed 
obliterated – 70% of the country’s infrastructure that existed at 
independence was destroyed by the end of the war. Much of it has never 
been rebuilt even today and Angola’s economic potential has never been 
reached. As part of destroying infrastructure, during many of their military 
operations South African and UNITA troops used scorched earth tactics. 
Indeed, UNITA systemically applied scorched earth tactics to any town or 
area captured from state forces – including in instances where it had been 
taken by South African troops. Along with the destruction of 
infrastructure, an estimated 1.5 million people died. The South African 
ruling class, however, got their wish: a country was destroyed, its economy 
shattered, and its potential as a long term rival smashed.  
 
The horrific story of almost totally destroying a country’s infrastructure 
also played itself out in Mozambqiue. When Portuguese troops withdrew 
from Mozambique so too did those from the SAP. Along with this, many 
South African companies lost their business interests in Mozambique when 
they were taken over by the state and new emerging Mozambican ruling 
class (although some like AngloAmerican struck a deal and avoided this). 
Plans were, however, soon hatched by the South African and Rhodesian 
states to set up a surrogate force, RENAMO, to destroy Mozambique’s 
infrastructure. Specifically, the South African state wanted to destroy 
Mozambique’s ports, pipelines, roads and railways to ensure that it did not 
become a viable alternative to South Africa, with regards to importing and 
exporting goods, for other southern African countries. This desire to 
destroy the country’s transport system went as far as using South African 
special forces to blow up bridges, pipelines and marker bouys in and 
connected to the Beira harbour. The result was that large parts of 
Mozambqiue were crippled and hundreds of thousands of people died as 
battles raged between RENAMO and the state’s forces. Again through 
spilling blood, South Africa’s ruling class got what they wanted – a country 
in shatters. 
 
Throughout the 1980s other neighbouring countries like Lesotho and 
Zimbabwe also faced incursions by South African troops, agents and special 



forces. To keep Zimbabwe dependent on South Africa, infrastructure – 
including a Lonrho oil pipeline – were blown up by South African special 
forces. Likewise, to avert any threat to South Africa’s military dominance 
in southern Africa, weapons and equipment at a number of Zimbabwe 
army bases and 13 jet fighters at the Thornhill Air Base were blown up by 
South African agents in the early 1980s.  
 
And today? 
The reality is that the make-up of the ruling class in South Africa’s has 
changed since the dark days of the wars in Angola and Mozambique. 
Certainly, white capitalists remain a large part of the ruling class in South 
Africa; their ill gotten gains being firmly protected by the ANC led state. 
They have, however, now been joined in the ruling class by a small black 
elite, centred around the state, the ANC and/or black economic 
empowerment. Sometimes there has been tension between these two 
racially based sections of the ruling class, however, what they have been 
united in has been their exploitation of the working class in South Africa 
and their exploitation and abuse of the rest of Africa. Indeed, the 
continuity in the South African ruling class’s dominance of southern Africa 
from apartheid to the post-apartheid period has been striking. The South 
African state and South African linked companies have become one of the 
largest sources of foreign direct investment in the rest of Africa since 
1994. When needed, the South African state after 1994, like its 
predecessor during apartheid, too has not been shy to send the military 
into areas in Africa where South Africa’s allies have been threatened or 
where its own direct interests have been undermined. Old and new faces 
in the ruling class, when needed, have therefore been just as ruthless 
towards other parts of Africa as the ruling class had been during apartheid. 
 
As early as 1998 this story of continuity, rather than any meaningful 
change, was already playing itself out when the post-apartheid state 
invaded Lesotho after a coup. While claiming to have done so on 
humanitarian grounds, the real reason for the invasion was to protect the 
Lesotho Highlands Water Project, which was designed to supply vast 
quantities of water to companies operating in South Africa’s industrial 
heartland, Gauteng. Not even one year after the fall of apartheid, the 
ruling class – with some new black faces – therefore flexed its muscles and 
invaded a neighbour to protect its strategic economic interests. The 
message being sent was that a new party maybe in the state, but the South 
African ruling class and its interests were still not to be messed with, 
especially not by one of its neighbours. In fact, the behaviour of South 
Africa’s ruling class and the state towards countries in southern Africa, like 
Lesotho, has continued to be based on imperialist arrogance.  
 
By 2000, South African troops were even being deployed further north into 
Africa, beyond the South African ruling class’s traditional power base of 
southern Africa. Thus, by the turn of the century SANDF troops were in the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) as a ‘peace keeping’ force. By 
then, private and state-owned South African companies were making 
inroads into the country. As time has gone by this presence has grown 
exponentially. Relations between the South African and DRC state have 
also become closer. For the South African ruling class this has brought 
benefits. The DRC state has awarded the Oppenheimer’s and Motsepe’s 
mining rights, it has given Zuma’s nephew oil concessions, and it made the 
South African state owned ESKOM the central player in a massive 
hydroelectric project.  
 
It is perhaps no co-incidence that the number of South African troops in 
the DRC has also grown as South African interests in the country have 
expanded. By 2012 the number of South African troops in the DRC had 



reached almost 1 300 troops; with as many as another 1 500 to be 
deployed in 2013. While this has been done under the auspices of United 
Nation’s (UN) ‘peace keeping’, the deployment of troops is also about the 
South African state projecting power, enhancing its political credibility and 
protecting its ‘generous’ ally, the DRC state. As part of this too, the South 
African state has become an important arms supplier to the DRC state.  
 
The role of the South African troops too in the DRC has sometimes very 
overtly involved targeting the enemies of the South African state’s local 
allies, despite officially being about keeping the ‘peace’. For instance, in 
2006 South African troops, making up part of a UN force, were implicated 
in an attack on a village reportedly being used as a base by a rebel militia. 
During the attack at least 30 civilians died. It was also reported that troops 
opened fire indiscriminately on the village with machine-guns and rocket-
propelled grenades. Such causalities and atrocities are set to rise as it was 
announced in April 2013 that South African troops will be openly fighting a 
war against the M23 rebels in the DRC.  
 
The gradual movement of South Africa’s influence up the continent has 
also seen it deploying troops in South Sudan. The South Sudanese state is a 
very close ally of the South African state and ruling class. It has granted 
South African private and state-owned companies concessions in the 
telecommunications, agricultural, forestry, water purification, financial, 
infrastructure development, energy, oil and minerals sectors. Partly in 
return, the South African state pushed for an independent South Sudanese 
state, it supplied it with weapons, and it trained the South Sudanese 
military. South African troops are also directly deployed and their explicit 
role is to ensure the security of South Sudan militarily.  
 
A similar situation existed in the CAR. By the mid-2000s South Africa’s 
ruling class and the CAR state were moving closer. Specifically, the Bozize 
regime at the time was looking to break the stranglehold that French 
imperialism had over it, and it approached the South African state and 
ruling class as an alternative. As part of this, investment opportunities, 
including in the oil industry, were opened up for South African-linked 
companies. Key people linked to the ANC such as Billy Masetiha, Joshua 
Nxumalo, and Paul Langa, along with the ANC business wing, Chancellor 
House, reportedly have used such opportunities to acquire business 
interests in the CAR. In return a deal was signed in 2006, whereby South 
Africa would offer military assistance to the Bozize regime. This included 
training CAR troops and later involved South Africa deploying its own 
troops and even providing security directly to Bozize.  
 
Fighting imperialism 
The disturbing reality is that South Africa has been playing an imperialist 
game in Africa for years. Like all imperialist powers, the South African 
ruling class need and want a strong state to back up their economic 
expansion. As the anarchist-communist Alexander Berkman pointed out, 
and as seen in the actions of South Africa’s elite in the rest of Africa, 
ruling classes of imperialist states “compel some weaker nation to give 
them special privileges…. and then call upon their respective governments 
to defend their interests…then the governments call upon their people to 
'defend their country'” . Indeed, the ruling class in South Africa because of 
their power has been given privileges and riches across Africa, the South 
African state has protected these through political maneuvering, and when 
this has failed or when it has not been enough it has used nationalist 
rhetoric to get working class soldiers to defend these privileges, often by 
protecting allied local regimes. 
 
The working class, especially those in the military, need to realise, 



therefore, that they are being used as pawns by the South African ruling 
class. They are being used as the foot soldiers to defend and further the 
riches and power of the South African ruling class in Africa. What is 
needed, therefore, is for working class people in the military to abandon 
this role and belief that they are doing good; when in reality they are 
being used to further the power and profits of the South African elite. This 
won’t happen overnight and will probably require widespread and very 
militant struggles based on a revolutionary consciousness, beyond even 
what we have seen so far, to perhaps influence and thereby fundamentally 
alter the outlook of working class members of the military. 
 
The struggles that are once again beginning to emerge in South Africa, like 
those on the mines and farms, do have the real potential to develop into 
such a militant revolutionary movement – but this will take time and it 
may go through a long period of ebbs and flows. However, these struggles 
do also have a duty when it comes to South African imperialism. These 
struggles need to begin to take an internationalist perspective, especially 
when it comes to Africa. The reason being: the same ruling class that is 
exploiting the working class on the mines and farms locally is the same 
ruling class exploiting workers and the poor in the rest of Africa, including 
in the CAR. The working class involved in these struggles on the farms, 
mines and communities, therefore, need to take the South African ruling 
class to task as part of their struggle not only for what this elite class has 
done locally, but also in the rest of Africa. 
 
The working class in other African countries too can’t try and rely on the 
local ruling classes in these states to defend them from imperialism, 
including South African imperialism. Although sometimes the elite in some 
African countries are annoyed by imperialist powers, like South Africa, 
they don’t fully challenge them. As matter of fact, the ruling classes 
across Africa, as was so evident in the CAR, ally with one imperialist power 
or another because they benefit from it – it increases their own wealth and 
power. Thus, they have no material interest in fully ending all forms of 
imperialism. 
Even if, however, local ruling classes were to fully challenge the South 
African elite or any other imperialist, it would not mean an end to the 
oppression of workers and the poor in Africa. The ruling classes in southern 
Africa owe their positions to exploiting and dominating their own ‘citizens’ 
– this is the only way they can keep their positions at the top of these 
societies. Thus, workers and the poor can’t rely on local ruling classes or 
states – which are hierarchical, centralising, pillars of minority rule - to 
bring about freedom. The ruling classes won’t give people freedom – if 
they did they would lose their power and privileged positions, which 
history tells us they are not willing to do. Therefore, trying to form cross-
class alliances are a dead end.  
 
For workers and the poor, the local elite are as much of an enemy as the 
imperialist elite. In fact, workers across the world have more in common 
with one another than they do with any boss, general or politician. 
Workers and the poor across Africa and internationally, therefore, need 
begin to forge unity in struggle against their common enemies: imperialist 
and local ruling elites. As part of this, the working class needs to further 
build its own counter-power and organisations based on direct democracy. 
This will be a long process, also involving fighting for reforms to build 
towards revolution, but it is vital if genuine justice is to be achieved in 
South Africa, the rest of Africa and indeed the world. Only the working and 
popular classes (workers, the unemployed and small-scale peasants), 
through their own organisations can achieve the power to one day fight to 
end the world of states, capitalism, imperialism and all forms of 
oppression. Indeed, only the popular classes themselves can eventually 



create a new world based on genuine communism, worker self-
management, and organs of direct democracy and self-governance, like 
federated worker and community assemblies and councils. Only in this 
world will imperialist politics and wars, and the greed and jingoism they 
are based on, be fully ended. This includes the imperialist endeavors the 
South African state undertakes too, like its actions in CAR and the DRC. 

 

HIV clinics battle with overcrowding and shortages  

 
 

 
 

Faith Ka-Manzi, Eye on Civil Society (The Mercury) 10 April 2013 
 
I BELIEVE that I am a law-abiding citizen, but I hate bureaucracy. I dislike 
political parties because of their rigidity, yet I’m a permanent activist.  
 
I’m still furious about access to Aids medication. Our city has the greatest 
number of people in the world who are HIV positive. But last year, along 
with cuts in South Africa’s own national and provincial financing, the US 
government announced plans to slash funding for its main programme, the 
President’s Emergency Plan for Aids Relief.  
 
This devastated the patients and caregivers at three major Durban 
hospitals who had relied on resources from Washington. Even though 
Barack Obama appears to support the UN Global Fund that addresses Aids, 
TB and malaria more than his predecessor George W Bush, the combined 
funding his administration gives to both has been reduced by $220 million 
(R2 billion).  
 
And that is why I took the bull by the horns when I recently visited an Aids-
medicine dispensing centre I had not tried before. Having received superb 
service at McCord Hospital, I am now a regular in Cato Manor. But to assess 
how things are elsewhere in Durban, I decided to try Thokomala ARV Clinic 
based at the Prince Zulu Communicable Diseases Centre in Warwick 
Triangle, the most convenient clinic for the hundreds of thousands of 
commuters who come through the taxi rank each day.  
 
I asked the patients about their experiences. Siphokazi (not her real name) 
has attended this clinic for the past two years.  
 
Overcrowding has been a major hurdle for the whole time she has 
attended, but it seems to be getting worse.  
 
Today, patients are no longer admitted after 10am. That was the exact 
time I arrived at Thokomala ARV Clinic. I started counting people waiting 
to be counselled, have their blood taken and receive their medication: 
214.  
 
Some had been at the clinic as early as 6am, but found themselves turned 
away and told to return the following day.  
 
What if they have no means to come back the following day? What if they 
had asked for a day off at work? Just imagine the inconvenience to 
workers, loss of income and stalling of production.  
 
With the budget cuts, with more people coming to Durban from rural 
areas, with extremely high unemployment, and with what seems to be 
worsening violence against women, I am not surprised by the 
overcrowding.  



 
However, more  
 
worryingly, scarcity of medication is also becoming a huge concern. Both 
Siphokazi and I were told in both our clinics that we would not be given 
multivitamins. She was not given an explanation, but I was told that it was 
because there were none from the suppliers.  
 
There were only four nurses consulting these 214 patients: two in the 
blood section, one to take blood and one to take cards and write down 
names. There is only one doctor and one person handling urine tests and 
disposal. Is that sufficient?  
 
Siphokazi usually arrives at the clinic at 8am and leaves at 4pm. She tells 
me that if you miss your appointment for your medication, you are then 
marched to a counsellor, who first rebukes you and scribbles something on 
your card before you get your medicine.  
 
“At first we would receive three months’ treatment – but now it’s only for 
one month, except for December whenwe were given enough for two 
months. They say the reason why we are given just a month’s treatment is 
because of the shortage of medicine.’’  
 
In Cato Manor, where I receive my medicine, murmurs are growing among 
the patients. One morning, I woke up at 4am and was at the clinic by 6am. 
 
I was already number 30, which irked me because I was thinking, what 
time do other people wake up then?  
 
The doors were open by 7am, but 45 minutes later, there was still no 
activity from the clinic staff. Then we started griping. The sister in charge 
came to address our complaints.  
 
We told her that some of us were still going to work and then she said they 
don’t work by time: “Some mornings I have to update my staff on new 
policies regarding treatment and if we operated on time, we won’t be able 
to treat you.”  
 
Soon I will visit KwaMashu and Umlazi to see how the clinics are managing. 
But from these first experiences, it seems that if the funding cuts are not 
reversed, a catastrophe involving overcrowding and scarcity of medicines 
is looming.  
 
Ka-Manzi works at the UKZN Centre for Civil Society. 

 

Britain: A further round of savage austerity 

 
 

 
 

Peter Taaffe, Socialist Party (CWI England & Wales) general secretary 9 April 
2013 
 
The axe is about to be wielded again and this time it is a huge one. ’Black 
April’ will see a further round of government-imposed savage austerity, 
which will alter the very fabric of life in Britain:  
 
"Cuts as far as the eye can see," is how the Guardian put it. We are 
assailed by a blizzard of horror stories of the effects of the cuts that have 
already taken place, or of the ferocity to come. Not since the 1930s has 



the cold cruelty of the British ruling class been so much on display.  
 
Limiting benefit rises to 1% will push 50,000 disabled people into poverty. 
Even the flint-hearted ministers in this government have admitted that the 
bedroom tax will affect 440,000 disabled people and will cost nearly £14 a 
week extra on average, literally ruining hundreds of thousands if not 
millions of lives among the most downtrodden working class and poor 
people.  
 
And, as the Daily Mirror pointed out, four people are already being made 
homeless every hour. Eighty thousand children live in temporary housing. 
Labour MP Frank Field, who shamefully supported Tory welfare ’reforms’ 
in the past, is now moved to advocate "civil disobedience" in opposition to 
the bedroom tax. He is not suggesting he would personally adopt such 
methods. Heaven forbid! He proposes instead councils should knock down 
walls within their properties, thereby reducing the number of ’bedrooms’!  
 
The long-term scale of the cuts was spelt out in an item tucked away in 
the weekend edition of the Financial Times: "The public sector share of 
the workforce is set to fall by 2018 to its lowest level since the welfare 
state began in the 1940s."  
 
John Philpott, director of the ’Jobs Economist’ consultancy, said: "The 
public sector would lose 700,000 jobs during the current parliament and 
1.1 million between 2010 and 2018. The projected total fall will cut the 
public sector workforce by a fifth."  
 
In the face of such an onslaught a mighty resistance is needed.  
 
The Socialist Party says:  
 
No to all cuts and privatisation  
Prepare for a 24-hour general strike, mobilising the massive potential 
power of the trade unions, to launch a determined anti-cuts battle  
Build a new mass party to represent workers and all suffering under 
austerity and to provide a fighting, political alternative to the pro-big 
business, pro-cuts parties  
 
For a socialist alternative to cuts and capitalism with a democratic 
socialist plan of production based on the interests of the overwhelming 
majority of people - not a tiny super-rich elite  
 
Who can lead the fight against austerity?  
The labour movement, particularly the trade unions, is witness to the 
effects of the cuts. The civil service trade union PCS has already lost 
50,000 members - with more cuts to come - and has mounted ferocious 
resistance. At a local level a determined battle has been conducted by 
anti-cuts unions to prevent the closure of libraries, youth clubs, care 
centres, etc. The attacks on public sector workers and services are being 
carried out not just by Tory councils, but also by ’Labour, yes Labour’ 
councils.  
 
The labour movement, the trade unions and other working class 
organisations, mobilised three quarters of a million people to march on 26 
March 2011 in opposition to this slaughter of precious gains. And it was not 
just trade unionists who demonstrated on that day. The ’middle layers’ of 
society, as well as pensioners, disabled people, young people, etc, were 
drawn behind the trade unions, who represent the overwhelming majority 
of the ’people’.  
 



Many were not even in a trade union but were profoundly affected by cuts 
while others opposed the demolition of the welfare state on principle. This 
was followed by the 30 June 2011 strike and demonstrations involving 
public sector unions such as the PCS, NUT, ATL and UCU. The POA prison 
officers’ union walked out and Nipsa in Northern Ireland also took action.  
 
This in turn was followed by ’N30’, the two-million strong 30 November 
2011 public sector pensions strike; even the First Division Association of 
top civil servants joined in! Then there was 10 May 2012, involving PCS, 
Unite in the NHS, and the lecturers’ UCU in strike action.  
 
This was followed up by the TUC-led march against austerity on 20 October 
last year, when three general secretaries, Lenny McCluskey of Unite, Bob 
Crow of the RMT transport union and Mark Serwotka of the PCS all called 
for a one-day general strike. This was met with thunderous acclaim at the 
Hyde Park closing rally.  
 
The central role, the authority, of the trade unions was crucial in such a 
wide mobilisation of opposition to the cuts. The natural next step posed 
was to speedily organise a mighty demonstration of working class power 
through a 24-hour general strike.  
 
PCS president Janice Godrich addressing the lobby of the TUC, 11.12.12, 
photo Paul Mattsson  
 
One-day strike  
So great was the groundswell for organising such a strike - with the 
National Shop Stewards Network playing a crucial role - that even some 
right-wing union leaders at the TUC’s annual conference were dragged 
kicking and screaming into supporting it, at least in words, while doing 
everything they could to sabotage its implementation.  
 
But as Shakespeare said:  
"There is a tide in the affairs of men,  
Which, taken at the flood, leads on to fortune;  
... And we must take the current when it serves, 
or lose our ventures."  
 
The right-wing trade union leaders, led by Prentis of Unison and others, 
backed away from a strategy for action which would have represented the 
wishes of their own members and the labour movement.  
 
Some, even on the left, prevaricated with the notable exception of the 
PCS and some other left unions who have resisted all cuts through action. 
Consequently, the momentum that was required to organise a general 
strike has been momentarily lost.  
 
But the anger and determination to resist the cuts has not dissipated. In 
fact, the mood to resist has been shown in huge demonstrations such as 
the march to save Lewisham hospital, as well as in a series of strikes in 
recent weeks. These strikes, which seem to be mushrooming, have 
sometimes been victorious, as with the DWP workers in the PCS where the 
promise of strike action over the threat of compulsory redundancies forced 
the management to retreat. Similar small but vital strikes have been won 
by hospital and other workers.  
 
The anodyne phrase, "austerity", does not adequately explain what the 
ruling class have in store. A civil war - sometimes a one-sided civil war - is 
being pursued against all the rights and conditions of the working class. To 
give it its right name, ’austerity’ is planned poverty.  



 
And when the full implications of what the government is proposing hit 
home, we can expect colossal resistance, a virtual uprising, or even a 
number of revolts taking place throughout the country. The mass of 
meetings and protests against the bedroom tax, which has an element of 
the poll tax, that have taken place is symptomatic of what is to come. But 
the question that is posed is who will lead this movement to a successful 
outcome of the struggle and how will it be led.  
 
Trade unions  
Up to now, resistance at national level has centred on the trade unions. 
The NSSN, by mobilising from below, exerted great pressure on the unions 
to take the leading role in this battle; it was the first organisation to call 
for and ceaselessly agitate for a national trade union-led demonstration.  
 
Moreover, the structures within the trade unions, imperfect though they 
might be, allow ordinary members to exert pressure on policy in respect of 
the cuts and to propose effective action to oppose them.  
 
Now the ’People’s Assembly against Austerity’ (PAAA) is seeking to 
supplant the trade unions as the main force at the national level in the 
anti-cuts movement. This will not have the authority to organise a 24-hour 
general strike. Only the trade unions together can prepare for such action. 
 
Yet some trade union leaders seem to be voluntarily ceding leadership 
from themselves to organisations such as PAAA and UK Uncut. Is this 
because they are afraid, or half afraid, of taking full responsibility for the 
success or failure of the anti-cuts struggle?  
 
The trade unions must be the central force not just an auxiliary. Of course, 
there can be scope for other organisations, such as the National Shop 
Stewards Network, to mobilise rank-and-file action from below, to put 
pressure on the official trade unions, even on right-wing trade union 
leaders. Such organisations can be a powerful lever on the unions but they 
cannot replace the authority of the trade unions.  
 
Moreover, an emphasis on ’People’ compared to ’trade unions’ and clear 
working class-led opposition to the cuts signifies not a step forward but a 
regression compared to what has gone before in the anti-cuts struggle. 
However, more fundamental than the name adopted is the programme - or 
lack of it - and the organisations involved in the proposed ’assembly’. [The 
"People’s Assembly Against Austerity" has been called to “provide a 
national forum for anti-austerity views which, while increasingly popular, 
are barely represented in parliament” on 22 June. Those who have called 
it include leading left MPs, trade union officials and figures, and 
organisations. The Assembly has said that it will be “ready to support co-
ordinated industrial action and national demonstrations against austerity, 
if possible synchronising with mobilisations across Europe”, although it 
would not have the authority to call such actions.]  
 
There is no proposal for this ’Assembly’ to be democratically structured or 
composed of elected delegates, with the right to put forward resolutions - 
for instance, for a 24-hour general strike - as well as unequivocal support 
for councillors who refuse to implement the cuts.  
 
Assembly  
Those councillors who implement cuts will be rightly considered as 
quislings by those affected. It is the workers and poor who will 
undoubtedly suffer horribly because of the cowardly refusal to make a 
stand, unlike the two heroic Labour councillors in Southampton and a few 



elsewhere.  
 
Moreover, the proposed Assembly has been convened by individuals and 
organisations who refuse to take a clear opposition to all cuts. 
Organisations such as the Greens, represented by Caroline Lucas MP on the 
steering committee, are proposing to ’assemble’ against cuts, but in 
practice the Greens have helped to carry through cuts.  
 
This year, for instance, in Brighton and Hove council where the Greens are 
the largest single group and form the administration, £17 million worth of 
cuts, including compulsory redundancies, have been suggested. The Tories 
and the Greens proposed cuts budgets. This involved proposals to cut the 
council workforce’s allowances, which workers naturally resist. The 
Greens, in the run-up to the council budget meeting, made it clear "they 
would impose the changes unilaterally, if there was no agreement with the 
trade unions." (Brighton’s Greens vote for cuts in workers’ allowances, Jon 
Redford, Socialist Party website)  
 
At the same time, according to the Independent, not only will an Assembly 
take place, but also a march is proposed, which it is claimed, will be on 
the scale of the anti-war march in February 2003!  
 
The anti-war movement holds vital lessons for today’s battle against the 
cuts. One is on the question of political representation. To propose now a 
bloc with those who do not clearly come out against all cuts is to repeat 
the same mistake the leadership of the Stop the War Coalition, strongly 
influenced by the Socialist Workers Party and the Communist Party, made 
in the anti-war movement. They burnished the anti-war credentials of 
Charles Kennedy, the then leader of the Liberal Democrats, by allowing 
him to speak at the 2003 demonstration in Hyde Park.  
 
No criticisms or warnings of the likely future desertion of the anti-war 
movement by Kennedy and the Lib Dems were made by the leaders of Stop 
the War. Kennedy’s participation undoubtedly boosted the Liberal 
Democrats politically by allowing them to present themselves as anti-war - 
until they supported the war once it began.  
 
Alternative to cuts  
The anti-cuts struggle should be organically linked to presenting a clear 
alternative, not just to the present coalition but to New Labour also. How 
is it possible to be against the cuts and then support, or remain quiet - as 
do some of the supporters of this Assembly idea - when Labour councillors 
weep crocodile tears, while ’reluctantly’ implementing cuts? These 
’Labour, yes Labour’ councillors then use crocodile teeth on the working 
class by voting for job losses and reductions in vital council services.  
 
Ed Balls has already stated: "My starting point is... we are going to have to 
keep all these cuts." Peter Hain, the ex-Labour minister, in a recent 
Guardian article expressed his "disappointment" that Labour backbenchers 
are already saying that a future New Labour government will have to 
remain within the "spending limits" that have been set out by the coalition 
government.  
 
In other words, Ed Miliband and Labour’s alternative is "austerity with a 
human face", which is no alternative at all nor will it turn out to be very 
humane.  
 
Those such as Owen Jones, radical celebrity and writer, as well as some 
trade union leaders, who continue their support for the Labour Party as 
the vehicle through which the trade unions can act are profoundly 



mistaken. Miliband and Balls in government will work within the confines 
of diseased British capitalism and therefore disappoint the hopes of 
working people.  
 
Despite Owen Jones’s radical phraseology, he merely acts as a ’buckle’ in 
the belt which seeks to link the anti-cuts movement - ultimately 
subordinating it - to the idea that salvation lies through election of Labour. 
 
Owen is a worshipper of accomplished facts. He maintains that Labour has 
been the ’traditional’ party of the trade unions and therefore forever it 
will remain so. History does not stand still; parties can be transformed by 
hostile political and social covenants to become the opposite of what they 
were at the outset. New Labour is now an unalloyed capitalist party.  
 
The same arguments to justify continued work with New Labour were 
deployed by the Lib-Labs against Keir Hardie when he was fighting for the 
idea of independent working class political representation through the 
creation of a labour party over 100 years ago.  
 
Ken Loach, the socialist, radical film director, understands that New 
Labour represents a dead end and therefore it is necessary to seek a new 
road; hence his call for people to sign up to a new ’left unity’. By so doing, 
he has opened up a very welcome discussion on the need for a viable 
alternative to the Labour Party for working class people engaged in the 
anti-cuts campaigns as well as working people generally looking for an 
alternative to New Labour.  
 
Left unity  
But this is not the first time that Ken and others have sought to create a 
new left force. We have seen previous attempts to form a left party: 
Scargill’s ill-fated Socialist Labour Party and the Socialist Alliance that Ken 
Loach himself was involved in. These failed either because of sectarianism 
- the completely intolerant approach of Arthur Scargill - or the equally 
narrow and ultimately opportunist approach of the SWP in the Socialist 
Alliance and in Respect.  
 
Learning from this, the Trade Unionist and Socialist Coalition (TUSC) is the 
first serious attempt to create the foundations of a new movement 
expressing the voice of the working class for their own independent party. 
It is in the best traditions of the labour movement with a federal 
constitution, and, moreover, unlike other attempts, is firmly based in the 
trade union movement.  
 
Therefore, any discussion that is opening up with Ken Loach and his 
supporters cannot ignore the importance of TUSC. Some, including many of 
those gathering around Ken Loach, are political grasshoppers leaping light-
mindedly from one project to another. Their ’projects’ invariably failed.  
 
We do not need at this critical juncture miracle workers searching for an 
easy route to the solution of the problems of the working class. We need, 
instead, a mass movement to defeat the cuts - and the trade unions offer 
the best hope for the vehicle that can do this. On a political level TUSC 
also offers the best hope for furthering the process of creating a viable 
new mass workers’ party.  
http://www.socialistworld.net/doc/6243 

 

Israel: “There is a future” – of cuts, racism and resistance 



 
 

 
 

Weak Israeli government will try to implement austerity budget, and 
would try to maintain the occupation, possibly under a new cover of 
"negotiations" with Palestinians. Resistance likely on all fronts. 
Socialist Struggle Movement (CWI Israel/Palestine) 8 April 2013 
 
Seven weeks after the 22 January election, Israel has a new government. 
Benjamin Netanyahu continues as prime minister.  
 
Under pressure from the ruling class with their capitalist system now more 
affected by crisis, the result of which has seen a slow down of growth over 
the course of 2012 (average 3.1%), the weak incoming government has to 
implement a tough austerity budget.  
 
At the same time the possibility of “third Intifada”, a new uprising of 
Palestinians against the ongoing oppression, is debated in the Israeli 
media. And the resistance of Palestinians is growing. Protests developed 
again and again against the occupation including a recent wave of strikes 
for higher wages and against price hikes in the West Bank.  
 
The winner of the Israeli elections – a TV show master  
Netanyahu called for early elections with the aim of strengthening his 
position which would allow him to impose an austerity budget with more 
ease. But his plan backfired. His joint slate with the far right “Israel Our 
home” party, led by Avigdor Lieberman, lost 11 of its 42 seats. Now he has 
had to form a coalition with the united and now larger Settlers’ party 
"Jewish Home" headed by the millionaire Naftali Bennett together with the 
shooting star of the elections, millionaire Yair Lapid. Yair Lapid is a 
mainstream television host who succeeded attracting a significant vote, 
particularly among well-established middle class voters, portraying himself 
as a loyal representative of the "middle class" with his party Yesh Atid 
("There is a future"). Both of these parties had promised "new politics" and 
sought to play on the widespread public revulsion towards the former 
government.  
 
Netanyahu and Lieberman have been punished for their policies over the 
last four years. Especially the mass protest movement in autumn 2011 
which revealed the growing anger and frustration over the issues of rising 
prices, housing problems, job insecurity and the social misery that exists in 
Israeli society. Workers’ struggle against rail privatizations, strikes of 
social workers and doctors and growing industrial unrest forces even the 
right wing Histadrut leadership, Israel’s main trade union association, to 
let off some steam and organise strikes and protests.  
 
But the winner was not the traditional pro-capitalist and Zionist “Labour 
Party” with its new leader Shelly Yachimovich, backed by some of the 
leaders of the social protest movement of 2011. She tried to present 
Labour on the one hand as "a continuation" of the protest movement 
against the economic policies of Netanyahu, and on the other as a "non-
left", "responsible", "centre" party. The "protest" camouflage didn’t work: 
Just six months before the elections, according to the polls, her party was 
expected to win around 20 out of the 120 seats in the Knesset; she ended 
up with only 15. People mistrusted all of the established forces. Kadima, 
the largest faction in the former parliament, was split and long before the 
elections was predicted to incur significant losses. In the end it fell from 
28 to 2 seats.  
 
This prompted the search was for a new political force. Meretz, a smaller 
left-liberal party, gained out of this to some extend. But the winner was 



the former journalist and TV show master Yair Lapid with the party formed 
around his personality called “There is a future” (Yesh Atid).  
 
Coming from nothing they took most of the space left by Kadima and won 
a total of 19 seats (14.3%), winning the highest number of votes in Tel 
Aviv, followed by Likud/Beytenu, then Labour and Meretz. On the other 
hand, in poorer working class areas, Lapid was almost non-existent 
electorally.  
 
Lapid, who had previously stated his opposition to the economic policies 
which emerged from the social protest movement, nevertheless tried to 
present his party as neither neo-liberal nor social-democratic – nothing of 
the "old politics". He would take care of the "middle class" that "works, 
pays taxes, goes to the military, and finds it hard to make ends meet". 
Part of the campaign whipped up incitement against the ultra-orthodox 
Jews, one of the poorest sections in society (presenting a restrained 
version of the venomous demagogy of his deceased father politician, Tomi 
Lapid). "Where is the money?" was one of the primary slogans of his 
campaign, and his answer wasn’t the Tycoons and the Settlements but the 
number of ministers in government and the ultra-orthodox Yeshiva 
students. He mixed a promise to build 150,000 new apartments for rent 
(which was adopted by the new government), with a promise to 
significantly raise the threshold in order to stabilize the government in 
Israel (the new government agreed to promote legislation to double it from 
2% to 4%, which could force smaller factions to unite lists).  
 
His hollow platform on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, was launched in the 
Settlement Ariel amidst chauvinist promises to convince to Palestinians to 
give up their demand of having a capital in Eastern Jerusalem – "I don’t 
care what the Palestinians think, I care what the world thinks" in order to 
explain his support for renewed negotiations. Immediately after elections 
he declared arrogantly that he wouldn’t form a block against Netanyahu 
with the "Zo`abis" (after the racist witch-hunted Israeli-Palestinian 
Member of the Knesset (MK), Israel’s parliament, Hanin Zoabi of Balad), 
implying to all Arab-Palestinian MKs.  
 
A major part of Lapid’s attraction was the fact that he had not yet been 
exposed as a politician. No one on Lapid’s slate has ever been elected to 
parliament before. However, they are not the innocent new nice guys that 
they present themselves as. A big proportion of their representatives were 
in the past linked to political parties as local politicians (from far-right and 
Meretz) and advisers or they were CEOs of different companies with high 
ranking positions in big business etc..  
 
Unfortunately, their voters have been duped in their search for an 
alternative to the established parties.  
 
Coming austerity budget  
Ironically, Lapid is now the new finance minister. But this worries even the 
capitalists, that this rich person, politically untested, should oversee a 
plan of cuts. They might try to use him as a tool to achieve a reliable 
government (compared to a government just of right-wingers and settlers 
that the ruling class might find difficult to control). However, the effects 
of Lapids’s economic program of cuts coupled with his neo-liberal agenda 
(with a thin vein of populism) are beginning to deplete the initial hopes 
that many people had in him.  
 
To give Lapid the job of finance minister was a clever move by Netanyahu 
to expose him. However, this can also encourage resistance against the 
coming cuts and increases in tax, which this rich and arrogant television 



host wants to impose.  
 
The discussion on the coming austerity plans linked to the two years 
budget has already started as currently there has been no official budget 
plan for 2013. The budget law will have to be voted on in parliament 
around July-August. Plans were discussed in the capitalist media to 
implement cuts of 30 billion Shekel (8.1 billion US-$ / 5.4 billion GBP) and 
10 billion Shekel (2.7 billion US-$ / 1.6 billion GBP) of tax increases. 
Collective bargaining agreements in the public sector are targeted, 
children benefits under attack and the public transport budget is being 
threatened with cut backs. VAT increases are planned and a rise in tuition 
fees is also a possibility. He already declared, "the picture is worse than I 
thought, we’ll cut in painful parts".  
 
This is a recipe for battles to come with organised labour and the 
possibility of a renewal of the social protest movement that developed in 
2011.  
 
Minor concessions may be granted but overall, given the dire economic 
prospects and the gap in the budget, this capitalist government does not 
have much choice but to attack.  
 
The Labour Party might try to present itself as an alternative and might 
gain electorally. Some other well-know figures of the social protest 
movement are now members of the Knesset for Labour and are attempting 
to resist steps to draw it into the coalition. However, the Labour 
leadership has no real alternative to the budget cuts and is determined to 
support this centre/far-right government for example in relation to the 
“negotiations” with the Palestinian Authorities.  
 
New negotiations with Palestinians?  
On the background of stronger waves of protests in the West Bank, the 
Israeli media are debating the likelihood of a “third Intifada”, a new mass 
uprising against the occupation and oppression. For example, protests of 
hundreds of Palestinians in different towns led to new clashes with the 
IDF, the Israeli army, in the West Bank in March after a Palestinian 
prisoner was tortured and died in custody. Again and again protests 
developed against the occupation, and a recent wave of strikes and 
protests for higher wages and against price hikes, raised strong calls 
against the economic agreements with Israel and the collaborationist role 
of the Palestinian Authority with the occupation.  
 
A new mass uprising along the lines of the first Intifada with mass 
demonstrations, strikes and general strikes is justified. This is necessary to 
defend the Palestinian people against the ongoing occupation and 
suppression. Socialist Struggle Movement, the CWI in Israel / Palestine, is 
fighting to end the occupation and Settlements, and end the 
discrimination, expropriation and oppression of the Palestinians on both 
sides of the Green Line and for a socialist confederation in the Middle East. 
Only then it would be possible to solve the questions of living conditions, 
housing, jobs and water, to end oppression, nationalism and racism. The 
struggle for such a confederation including a fully-independent socialist 
Palestine next to a socialist Israel, with full democratic rights for all 
minorities, can offer workers and the poor a strategy, respecting an equal 
right of self-determination, the needs of security and peace on both sides 
of the divide, to develop a joint struggle and collaborate with the Jewish 
workers against the Israeli capitalist and nationalist rule, that ultimately 
exploits them.  
 
However, the two states solution the capitalist powers and a part of the 



Israeli ruling class are speaking of has nothing to do with such a solution. 
Tzipi Livni, ex-leader of Kadima who split away and the former foreign 
minister in Olmert’s government, is now part of the government and is 
asked to start negotiations with the Palestinian Authorities (PA). However, 
her approach is just to appease the international community, try to 
overcome some of Israel’s isolation and continue the oppression. There 
might be some token concessions in her mind – to upgrade the PA to a 
formal state, the release of some of the more than 5,000 Palestinian 
political prisoners. This would still be a “state” under the control of the 
Israeli regime forced to exist under intolerable economic conditions, 
dominated by imperialism and its forces in the region. And Livni is just one 
of the coalition partners, while Bennett’s party – also part of the 
government – is openly calling for a massive annexation of most of the 
West Bank.  
 
A restart of negotiations would not see a repetition of the huge hopes 
within the Palestinian communities that existed around the Oslo 
agreements in 1993. Even then those hopes were short-lived, as the 
“peace process” brought a deep worsening of living conditions for most 
Palestinians, including strict limitations on the rights of movement and 
work, accelerated swelling of settlements in the West Bank. Their numbers 
have tripled since then (numbering over half a million including East 
Jerusalem). New negotiations might postpone an eruption of a wider 
movement of Palestinian protests in the very short term. Nevertheless, 
they will not offer any substantial solution and therefore are doomed to 
fail.  
 
New wars  
“The world around us was changing for the worse”, was Netanyahu’s view 
on the Arab spring – the mass uprising against dictators and for democracy. 
For the oppressive Israeli regime its position worsened. Its position as the 
only nuclear power in the Middle East and the major military force is put 
into question. The surrounding dictators who kept their people in check 
and suppressed protests and opposition including the Palestinian refugee’s 
demands for a fundamental change of their living conditions are gone or 
weakened. While the changes in the regimes for example in Egypt are not 
sufficient to meet the needs of working class people and mainly created 
new tools to maintain capitalist rule, they are significantly weaker in 
suppressing the anger of the masses, also the rage about the ongoing 
oppression of Palestinians.  
 
The last war against Gaza, which was started by Netanyahu last year to put 
a break on these developments and to show Israel’s power – and to some 
extend to boost Netanyahu’s election campaign – ultimately lead to a 
strengthening of Hamas. While the Israeli capitalist commentators were – 
for Israeli standards – sceptical about the Gaza war because of its timing 
and how it was done, the regime needed to reinforce its position and try to 
turn back the clock against the Arab spring.  
 
This points towards future wars and new escalations, even possibly a 
colossal war with Iran, unless new mass movements emerge alongside the 
development of stronger organised forces of the working masses in the 
region to stop them. This will be also part of the fight against this new 
government.  
 
Preparing for battles  
Confronted with the perspective of new protest in Israel and in the 
occupied territories, the government is also preparing further attacks on 
democratic rights.  
 



One of them, as mentioned, is the plan to double the threshold to enter 
the Knesset to four percent, which will make it more difficult for small 
opposition parties and especially the Arab-Palestinian parties to get 
elected in parliament. However the question of a political alternative to 
the government and all the established parties will stay on the agenda.  
 
Hadash, a coalition around the Communist Party of Israel (Maki) with a 
predominantly Arab-Palestinian electoral support, has used some socialist 
rhetoric in its elections campaign, and emphasized a call for 
nationalization of the banks. But it failed to put forward similar slogans in 
a bold way in the social protest movements as well as hiding behind pro-
capitalist Labour Party forces and right wing elements in the Trade Union 
field. As a result of this it only gained an additional 1000 votes and saw its 
vote actually decline in the municipal areas. It maintained its four 
members in the Knesset (3%), but it is stagnating.  
 
In the period ahead, the battle to form a new mass workers’ party that 
could attract both, Jewish and Palestinian workers can develop in a more 
favourable arena for socialists: New battles are developing in the social 
and industrial field. Workers’ Histadrut, teachers’ organizations and 
doctors’ organizations have already threatened strike actions if they are 
attacked. "The workers are not a cash-machine of Netanyahu – he cannot 
put his hand to their pockets and take money in order to cover the deficit" 
said Eini, the Histadrut leader.  
 
The students have started to discuss the possibilities to fight against 
possible cuts in high education budgets or rising tuition fees. Although the 
student’s leaders currently count on Lapid not to proceed with those 
attacks, this is not at all certain, and even if such a "divide and rule" tactic 
were to be used by Lapid, there’s a potential for a layer of students, with 
adequate preparation, to combatively fight all cuts. Socialist Struggle 
Movement (SSM) is involved in these and other discussions and initial 
protests. SSM argues to link this struggle to a strategy to unite students, 
workers and the social protest movement to fight the plans of austerity as 
well as the government itself.  
 
The deep national divide and new tensions with Iran are there and might 
be further used to try to push these movements back. The need to develop 
the understanding of the divide and rule tactics and to broaden the 
struggle against the occupation within the Israeli-Jewish working class are 
still huge tasks. However, the honeymoon period for the government will 
be short. New battles are inevitable. 
www.socialistworld.net 

 

Can Worker-Owners Make a Big Factory Run? 

 
 

 
 

Part 1 of a two-part series on the TRADOC worker cooperative in 
Mexico. 
Jane Slaughter (Labor Notes) 8 April 2013 
 
“If the owners don’t want it, let’s run it ourselves.” When a factory closes, 
the idea of turning it into a worker-owned co-operative sometimes comes 
up—and usually dies. 
 
The hurdles to buying a plant, even a failing plant, are huge, and once in 
business, the new worker-owners face all the pressures that helped the 
company go bankrupt in the first place. Most worker-owned co-ops are 



small, such as a taxi collective in Madison or a bakery in San Francisco. 
 
But in Mexico a giant-sized worker cooperative has been building tires 
since 2005. The factory competes on the world market, employs 1,050 co-
owners, and pays the best wages and pensions of any Mexican tire plant. 
 
Aware that this unusual victory is virtually unknown in the U.S., friends in 
Guadalajara urged me to come down and see how the TRADOC cooperative 
is working. 
 
Its president—who was union president when the plant was owned by 
Continental Tire—spoke in a workshop at the 2010 Labor Notes Conference. 
Jesus “Chuy” Torres is one of the more impressive unionists I’ve met—
though he’s no longer officially a unionist. Still, “our class is the working 
class,” he told me. 
 
Far from indulging in a “we’ve got ours” mentality, the TRADOC workers 
are intent on maintaining solidarity with workers still cursed with a boss. 
 
It’s hard to decide which is more remarkable—how the Continental workers 
turned a plant closing into worker ownership through a determined 1,141-
day campaign, or how they’ve managed to survive and thrive since then. 
 
In any case, we need to celebrate such victories. I’ll tell the tale in two 
parts. 
 
Opening the Factory’s Closed Gates 
Taking over their plant was not the workers’ idea. Continental Tire 
proposed to sell it to them—after the union backed management into a 
corner so tight the owners wanted nothing more to do with it. 
 
But to get to that point workers had to wage a three-year strike and what 
we in the U.S. call a “comprehensive campaign.” Workers say it was not 
just one tactic that won the day, but a combination of relentless 
pressures. 
 
Continental Tire, based in Germany, is the fourth-largest tire 
manufacturer in the world. It bought a factory in El Salto, outside 
Guadalajara in western Mexico, in 1998, intending to produce mainly for 
the U.S. market. When it was first built by the Mexican company Euzkadi 
in 1970, this was the most advanced tire-making plant in Latin America. It 
was still the most modern in Mexico by the early 2000s. 
 
But Mexican tire-making plants were dropping like flies at that time: 
Goodyear, Uniroyal. NAFTA had caused tire imports from abroad to triple 
between 1996 and 2000. At Firestone, the company-dominated union 
accepted a 25 percent pay cut, multi-tasking, and a seven-day week to try 
to prevent a closure. 
 
Most unions in Mexico are unions in name only, government-affiliated labor 
bodies whose functions are to collect dues and control workers. 
 
But the Continental plant had a different history. Workers had had an 
independent, “red” union since 1935, SNRTE (National Revolutionary Union 
of Euzkadi Workers). A history of the union proudly tells the story of when 
Fidel Velasquez, top official of the corrupt government union CTM, came 
to their assembly in 1959 and asked that contract bargaining be put in his 
hands. Velasquez was expelled from the meeting “for being unworthy to 
be present in a workers’ assembly.” 
 



Workers elected Chuy Torres and the Red Slate, which ran on a platform of 
resisting Continental’s demands, in 2001. Management had begun 
aggressively cutting costs the moment it bought the company, closing a 
sister factory in another state. It brought in a manager with experience in 
union-busting, José Neto Carvalho, who’d extracted huge concessions in 
Portugal. 
 
Now Carvalho sent letters to all the workers’ homes, demanding seven-day 
production and a 12-hour day, a pay cut, speedup, job cuts, no more 
seniority for job bidding, and an end to the company-paid vans that 
brought workers to the plant. 
 
Salvador (Chava) Hernandez, now retired, remembered, “We saw one 
thing and the company said the opposite. We were making 14,000 tires a 
day. The company said they weren’t selling, they were going bankrupt. 
The supervisors threatened us for months.” 
 
But members refused to alter their contract. They didn’t believe 
management claims that their plant was unproductive, and they were well 
aware of the difference between their own salaries and those of 
Continental workers in Germany and the U.S.: a Mexican Continental 
worker made about $25 a day. 
 
Closing Shock 
The evening of December 16, 2001, boiler room workers came to the plant 
and found a notice on the front gate: Closed. 
 
They called union leaders immediately. Guards were mounted to keep 
management from taking out the machinery. Two days later an assembly 
was called, with almost all the 940 workers in attendance. 
 
Management urged workers to take their legally owed severance pay and 
go home. In fact, managers had recruited a group of workers to try to 
convince others, promising a bounty of 10,000 pesos ($1,100) for each 
worker they persuaded. This group was promised they would be rehired 
first when the plant opened again. 
 
When this scheme became known, it confirmed union leaders’ suspicion 
that Continental’s real plan was to get rid of the union, not the factory. It 
was the only independent union in the industry. 
 
Workers voted to fight the closing, which they deemed illegal because 
management had acted suddenly, without following legal notification 
procedures and without proving the company was unprofitable. Torres 
later said that he really saw no way they could get Continental executives 
to change their mind, but he was determined to “give them a fight like 
they’d never imagined.” 
 
The union officially began its strike—against a shuttered factory—a month 
later. Four thousand workers, families, and supporters marched nearly six 
miles from the El Salto city hall to hang red and black banners on the plant 
doors. Under Mexican law, these banners represent a strike, and nothing is 
allowed to be taken out of a plant during a strike. (This is one of several 
areas where Mexican labor law is superior to that in the U.S.) 
 
A day earlier, Continental had brought a hundred trailers to the property, 
intending to remove the 70,000 tires inside. It posted armed guards on the 
roof, videotaping. Within a half-hour 200 workers and family members 
came to the plant to block the way. 
 



The slogan they painted on a banner outside was “Not a Single Screw Is 
Leaving.” The workers’ demand was simple: that Continental honor its 
contract and keep the plant running. 
 
To the Capital 
A week later, workers began a march to the national capital in Mexico 
City, taking a semi-circular route that led them nearly 500 miles (they 
used vans and buses most of the way) through seven states to locations 
where other workers were in struggle. 
 
They held big public meetings with workers from GM, Nissan, General Tire, 
and Volkswagen, but the most emotional took place with campesinos in 
San Salvador Atenco, who were fighting (successfully) the government’s 
attempt to build an airport on their ancestral land. The campesino leader 
presented Torres with a machete as a token of friendship. 
 
Along the way, the union secured a meeting with President Vicente Fox, a 
businessman whose election in 2000 had encouraged corporations to crack 
down on their employees. The workers demanded that the government 
nationalize the tire plant, as it had recently done with a sugar mill. Fox 
offered to help workers get a good financial settlement out of the closing, 
but Torres replied that what they wanted was their jobs. 
 
When the workers arrived in Mexico City, they had 10,000 supporters 
behind them in the historic Zócalo, the main square. 
 
International Solidarity 
Meanwhile, union leaders looked abroad for aid. The Continental local of 
the Steelworkers in Charlotte, North Carolina, offered no help; 
management threatened local leaders that if they did, their plant would 
close. It closed anyway. 
 
Torres said the only aid SNRTE got from the U.S. union was a slogan: that 
the union would last “one day longer” than Continental. In the U.S. this 
slogan has most often been a substitute for strategy, but in Mexico it 
resonated with workers who were coming at the company from so many 
angles. 
 
The same happened with the German chemical workers union that 
represented Continental workers. The head of the Continental works 
council openly said that the term “international solidarity” didn't mean 
anything to him. 
 
But SNRTE made other connections. Torres belonged to a socialist group 
with ties in Europe. Those connections helped SNRTE to meet with union 
leaders at tire plants and other factories in Spain. The European 
Parliament passed a resolution decrying human rights violations in Mexico 
by European multinationals, citing Continental. The union’s small 
delegation secured a five-minute meeting with Continental’s CEO, Manfred 
Wennemer—in which Wennemer blamed Torres for the factory’s closing. 
 
The most exciting action was the workers’ visit to the Continental 
shareholders’ meeting. Through their leftist connections they met a group 
called “Critical Shareholders,” which organized to protest environmental 
and worker rights violations at various companies. That group gave their 
passes into the meeting to the Mexican delegation. 
 
“My legs were shaking when I got up to speak in front of more than a 
thousand shareholders,” Torres said. But afterward Wennemer said he 
would tell his subordinates in Mexico to negotiate with the union. “It has 



to be in Mexico, though,” Wennemer said, according to Torres. “There’s 
no reason for you people to come here.” 
 
Those negotiations were fruitless, though, and the next year the Mexicans 
were back in Germany. This time Wennemer felt obligated to justify the El 
Salto closing to the shareholders, calling the workers unproductive, with 
25 percent absenteeism. Torres rebutted him with figures showing the 
plant was the most productive tire plant in the country. 
 
The German minister of the economy called a meeting between the two 
sides, including the Mexican ambassador. A distinguished Mexican attorney 
explained how the closing had not complied with the law. The meeting 
raised the conflict’s international profile and demonstrated that Mexican 
authorities were not finding a solution. 
 
On the workers’ third trip to Europe, in 2004, a Mexican congressman and 
a university labor law specialist accompanied them. The congressman 
asked the shareholders for a negotiated solution and that Continental 
respect Mexican labor law. His presence showed the shareholders that 
political circles in Mexico were paying attention. As it happened, German 
Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder and Fox would soon be meeting at a biennial 
Europe-Latin America summit—in Guadalajara, in the workers’ backyard. 
 
The Mexicans and their allies in European human rights groups (still no 
support from the unions) were also making noise about Continental’s 
sponsorship of the upcoming World Cup in Germany. In downtown 
Hannover, site of Continental headquarters, the company had built a big 
monument with the World Cup symbol. The campaign demanded “fair 
play” in El Salto, promising to agitate at the World Cup itself if the conflict 
wasn’t resolved. Some of SNRTE’s 2004 delegation passed out flyers while 
others kicked a soccer ball around the monument. 
 
Democracy Spreads 
Meanwhile, workers at Continental’s other factory in Mexico were restive. 
This General Tire plant was in San Luis Potosí, 200 miles from El Salto. 
 
They’d had a company union that was pleased to cooperate with 
management’s plan to get rid of the union contract. In a dramatic meeting 
in April 2003, members voted out their officers and voted in a leader 
who’d been fired for resisting the secret agreement. 
 
In July, while Wennemer was visiting Mexico, the San Luis Potosí workers 
struck. Wennemer scolded the local government for not using the police 
against them. But he fired his director general in Mexico. 
 
And in January 2004, two years into the El Salto strike, the government 
finally declared the strike legal—making Continental liable for two years’ 
worth of back wages (another facet of Mexican law), a figure that would 
only grow the longer the strike lasted. 
 
“We estimated the plant was worth $80 million,” Torres said. “And the 
back pay was $40 million.” This was in addition to the severance pay 
owed, which 587 workers had still refused to accept. 
 
The tide was turning in favor of the workers. 
 
Families 
Workers who stuck with the struggle endured many hardships. Some went 
to the U.S. to work. Other families relied on wives’ low wages. Local 
factory owners maintained a blacklist; even strikers’ family members could 



not get jobs. A wives’ group was fundamental to the struggle and spent 
much time locating different agencies and organizations that would donate 
food. 
 
Conchita Velez de Hernandez was head of the women’s group. Her family 
was the backbone of those who stood guard at the factory gate. When the 
police threatened their husbands, she says, the wives went to the 
secretary of public security to protest. And they invaded the factory 
owners’ meeting to demand an end to the blacklist. 
 
One of the more dramatic moments of the strike came in April 2002, 
during Holy Week, when management made one of two attempts to 
provoke violence by taking the tires and machinery out of the plant. The 
campesinos of Atenco, who were protecting their own boundaries, 
counseled sandbags. The campesinos journeyed to El Salto to help workers, 
wives, and supporters fill the bags with dirt and pile them in front of the 
plant. 
 
During the whole length of the conflict, not a single screw was removed.  
 
Victory 
Germany is the second-biggest investor in Mexico, after the United States. 
Torres believes that, although the Mexican government was never an ally 
of their struggle, high-level politicians on both sides came to deem it 
better to get it over with. 
 
In August 2004, less than three months after President Fox and Chancellor 
Schroeder met in Guadalajara, Wennemer made a serious offer. The 
company would sell the workers a half interest in the plant, in exchange 
for the back pay the company owed them. 
 
Workers would still receive their severance pay, which totaled 230 million 
pesos for 587 workers, about $34,000 apiece. The plant would reopen in 
partnership with a Mexican company, a tire distributor, which would buy 
the other half from Continental. All the workers who’d held out would 
have their jobs back. 
 
Torres seems as amazed by their victory as anyone. “The most important 
legacy of this struggle is to demonstrate to workers how a small union 
could beat a transnational of the capacity of Continental,” he said. 
 
On February 18, 2005, the plant, now named Corporación de Occidente, or 
Western Corp., was formally handed over to its new owners. 
 
“They were betting that we would fail,” Torres said. 
www.labornotes.org 
 
Part 2 of a two-part series on the TRADOC workers' cooperative in 
Mexico. 
 
A tire is not just a piece of rubber with a hole in it. I learned this when I 
visited the workers’ cooperative that makes Cooper tires in El Salto, 
Mexico. A tire is a sophisticated product that comes about through a chain 
of chemical processes, lots of machine pounding, and still the intervention 
of human hands. 
 
A fervent inspection worker pointed out that every single tire is tested 
under road-like conditions: “If not, it could kill people,” he noted. And, he 
added practically, “keeping the tires safe saves our jobs.” 
 



These workers went without jobs for three years during the strike that 
ultimately led to the founding of their co-op. They’ve been building tires 
as worker-owners since 2005, selling them in the U.S. and Mexico and now 
paying themselves the highest wage in the tire industry. 
 
How does a worker cooperative with 1,050 members function? It’s hard 
enough for worker ownership to succeed at any size, because any company 
that competes in a market is subject to the same cost-cutting rat race as a 
capitalist firm. Workers are impelled to hammer themselves and cut their 
own pay or be driven out of business. And most workers here have just a 
middle-school education. 
 
Yet the TRADOC co-op—translation: Democratic Workers of the West—is 
thriving. Enthusiastic worker-owners have modernized their plant, 
increasing productivity and quality through their skilled work. Those 
factors together with their admittedly low prices have made it possible for 
them to compete on the world market. 
 
Reluctant Owners 
The strikers of Continental Tire, 2002-2005, were reluctant owners. When 
they fought the closing of their plant by the German multinational, all 
along they just asked for the owners to reopen it. At the end, Continental 
gave up and offered to sell half the company to the workers and half to its 
former distributor, Llanti Systems. 
 
“We said to Llanti Systems: ‘You buy the plant. Just hire us as workers and 
pay us our back pay,’” remembers Jesus Torres, who was then president of 
the striking union. “For us that would have been the biggest triumph, to 
reopen the plant and maintain our work. 
 
“But they said, ‘No, no, we’re not crazy, we know what you guys are 
capable of. We’re interested in you as owners, not as employees.’ 
 
“So we said, ‘There’s no other way out? Well, we have to try it.’” 
 
Of the 940 workers on the payroll when Continental closed the plant in 
December 2001, 587 remained. The rest, driven by hardship, had accepted 
their severance pay. 
 
The first one to enter the plant as an owner, in February 2005, was 
Salvador “Chava” Hernandez, who’d been a stalwart maintaining the 
union’s guards at the struck factory’s gate. He had goose bumps.  
 
“It was our plant,” he told me. “We had been three years with nothing.” 
 
There was no light inside, so workers cleaned away cobwebs in the dark, 
bumping into machines and avoiding snakes and owls. “It was a cadaver 
when we went in,” Torres said. 
 
Within five months, they had the machines running again and had built 
their first tire. “We all ran to get our picture taken with the first tire,” 
Hernandez said. “It was a truck tire. And many, many people worked on 
that tire, each doing a little adjustment.” 
 
One problem the new co-op had at the beginning was too many workers on 
the payroll—but they weren’t about to lay anyone off. They also had a new 
brand name, Pneustone, which the public didn’t know. 
 
And the aid that Continental pledged never came. The company had said it 
would sell the co-op raw materials, buy the plant’s production, and give 



technical advice for a year. None of these promises were kept. Continental 
said it could get the tires cheaper elsewhere. 
 
“When the company signed the papers,” said Rosendo Castillo, who’s now 
on the co-op council, “they said, ‘Here’s the corpse.’” 
 
For the first four years, the new company was in the red. The first tires 
were sold very cheap, at a loss, to Walmart. 
 
Co-op leaders knew the key to survival was to obtain raw materials at a 
good price, something only a large company could guarantee, and that it 
would be much better if that company distributed tires in the U.S. So they 
sought a new, international partner. 
 
In 2008 Cooper Tire, based in Findlay, Ohio, injected new capital; it now 
owns 58 percent of the Corporación de Occidente (COOCSA), or Western 
Corp., with the TRADOC cooperative owning 42 percent. Cooper has four 
members on the Administrative Council and TRADOC three; decisions can 
be made only if 75 percent agree, or 100 percent for important decisions 
such as investments or asset sales. In other words, all management 
decisions are made by agreement between the two entities. 
 
Western Corp. buys raw materials from Cooper, and Cooper buys 95 
percent of the factory’s output, most of it for sale in the U.S. 
 
Ironically—since they had fought their own closing so hard—the TRADOC 
workers were the beneficiaries of a Cooper closing in Georgia, when they 
bought that plant’s machinery. 
 
Building a Tire 
Making a tire is like making a cake, Torres says. There are recipes—it’s 
really a chemical process. Different types of rubber come in from Malaysia, 
Guatemala, and Singapore, used for different parts of the tire: its walls, 
its floor. One of TRADOC’s three mixers, where petroleum is added to 
molten rubber, is the largest in the world, two stories high. 
 
Steel—as in “steel-belted tires”—and nylon are threaded in at a later 
stage. At every step, the consistency of the rubber mixture is tested by 
technicians, and at the end, a number of quality checks result in a discard 
rate of 1.8-2.5 percent. 
 
The number of different computerized machines that knead or shape the 
rubber is staggering; the El Salto plant is more than half a mile long. And 
near the end, workers and machines work in tandem to pull the parts 
together. I watched a top-seniority tire-builder named Carlos, who 
because of his productivity makes one of the highest wages in the plant, 
move eye-blurringly fast to place and tug the strips of rubber, one tire at a 
time. This happens 15,000 times a day, 4.2 million times in 2012. 
 
“The fact that a tire is so hard to build makes it even more impressive that 
we’re doing this,” says Torres immodestly. Worldwide, tire-building is 
continually modernizing and requires steady investment. 
 
New younger members, the “black belts,” are looking at how to improve 
the process. For example, they’d like to cut down on the use of solvents 
and thereby avoid skin problems. They will figure out a new product and 
how much it would cost for the whole plant, and make a presentation. 
 
Structure of the Co-op 
One of the simplest gains under the new system was to do away with 



foremen. “It was easy,” Torres said. “Each worker knows his job, knows 
the quota. They don’t have to be watched.” Quotas are set low enough 
that many workers finish a couple hours early and relax till quitting time. 
Nor is there a janitorial department; workers clean their own areas. 
 
TRADOC holds a general assembly only twice a year, but that assembly 
holds veto power over important decisions such as selling assets, making 
investments, and buying machinery. For example, partnering with Cooper 
was approved by the assembly after an intense debate, but with an 
overwhelming majority. Meetings feature much debate, with successful 
proposals coming from the floor, not only from the leadership. 
 
In the day-to-day running of the plant, the Administrative Council makes 
decisions. A plant manager who is not part of the co-op oversees all 
activities, but of course can’t make unilateral decisions. “And so far, this 
structure has worked almost perfectly,” Torres says. 
 
TRADOC has its own internal Surveillance Council to review co-op finances; 
its members can also take part in company decisions that could affect the 
cooperative. 
 
TRADOC is in charge of hiring—actually, recruiting new co-op members. A 
member can be fired only with TRADOC’s agreement, which has happened 
only in extreme cases. 
 
The joint venture hasn’t hesitated to rehire technicians, engineers, and 
specialists who worked for years under the old management. 
 
One is Gonzalo, a chemist who heads the laboratory; he was summarily 
fired when the plant closed. 
 
He came back to train production workers in his skills. At the outset, he 
worked without pay. The TRADOC members promoted from the shop floor 
to take on technical jobs learned fast, he says, and he likes his job better 
now because he can work cooperatively with people who have their eyes 
on the future. “Before, you had to make reports, give out punishments,” 
he told me. “Now that they have responsibilities they know how to work.” 
 
There’s no question that the cooperative is all about “working smarter.” 
For a person who preached the evils of the “team concept” and labor-
management cooperation programs throughout the 1980s and 1990s, it was 
jarring to see some familiar slogans resurrected under a different 
ownership structure. 
 
The hallmarks of the team concept are workers monitoring each other and 
competing to come up with labor-saving suggestions. When one worker 
said, “Now we pressure each other to do it right the first time,” I had to 
remind myself where I was. But isn’t this what team members ought to do, 
when we’re all on the same side? Isn’t the number of sides—one or two—
the nub of the matter? 
 
The team concept claims to produce worker dignity and satisfaction by 
soliciting workers’ ideas to increase someone else’s profits. When the 
profits are yours and your fellow workers’, the dignity and satisfaction can 
be real. A bulletin board notice congratulated member Joel Gutierrez for 
his idea that saved 12-25 tires per day from the scrap heap. It’s the type of 
notice that could be found in any plant, but here with different 
implications. 
 
“Though some slogans may be similar,” Torres said, “in TRADOC, collective 



interest prevails.” And the collective can choose how to balance its 
different goals—note the high salaries and early quitting times. Rosendo 
Castillo of the co-op council says members want to invest in machinery 
that will save them from heavy labor—even though this presumably means 
fewer jobs in the short term. 
 
Though it’s risky to extrapolate too much from one plant tour, I found an 
atmosphere where no one seemed stressed, a feeling of quiet competence 
(though Carlos was moving mighty fast). I asked one lab tech whether he 
felt pressure from his co-workers to ignore bad test results in order to 
keep production moving. “Ignore them never,” he said solemnly. 
“Responsibility is a way of life.” 
 
Pay, Benefits, Conditions 
The co-op began with equal salaries for all. This led to problems, Torres 
explained. “Some said, ‘Why should I work harder if at the end of the day, 
I make the same money as the rest of you?’” When leaders proposed a 
salary scale, the assembly was nearly unanimous in favor. 
 
Now there are seven pay levels, 2 to 8, with most workers at the 5-7 rates 
and very few at 2 or 3, which are mostly for new hires. Under the precept 
“equal work, equal pay,” the monthly salary is determined by physical 
effort and responsibility. Seniority determines who can transfer to an open 
job. 
 
In the industrial corridor where the plant is located, usual factory pay is 
$192-$384 a month. In TRADOC workers in the 5-7 range make $240-$375 a 
week. Members of the administrative council get the same as the highest-
paid worker. 
 
The plant operates under the same schedule as before the strike: three 
eight-hour shifts per day (including lunch), six days per week. Workers 
rotate through morning, evening, and midnight shifts every three weeks, 
and their days off rotate as well, a different day each week. This means 
they are only off two days in a row a third of the time (Sunday is always 
free). There is some overtime, though the goal is to reduce it. 
 
In the U.S., rotating shifts are considered brutal, hard on the body as well 
as family life. In union plants, those with higher seniority have the 
privilege of choosing their shift, and those with less suffer on midnights till 
they’ve been there a while. But Torres notes that members had been used 
to the rotation system and adds, “We are ruled by the criterion of equal 
effort.” 
 
In Mexico the government pension (the equivalent of Social Security) is 
based on what the employer pays into the system in one’s last five years 
worked. So TRADOC pays in at a very high rate for those five years, enough 
to secure every worker $1,500 a month, nearly as much pay as when they 
were working. It’s a muy digna retirement, very dignified, the highest in 
the state. 
 
The absence of hard hats and ear plugs in the plant is noticeable. Castillo 
said, “The leaders have tried to tell them, but the workers say, ‘I can take 
care of myself, I’m the owner.’” 
 
Not surprisingly, everyone in El Salto would like to work at the tire factory. 
Workers have kept the openings for their family members, including 25 
daughters, the first women to work in production. I spoke to a young 
mother with two children, whose father got her in. She plans to stay, she 
said. 



 
The Future 
When the workers took over, says Torres, “we knew how to make tires, but 
we didn't know how to sell them.” That’s why they needed a capitalist 
partner, and still do. But they know their arrangement with Cooper may 
not last forever. 
 
Cooper is an anti-worker company, after all. In 2012 it locked out its U.S. 
workforce, seeking deep concessions, successfully. When TRADOC sent a 
letter of solidarity to the union (which was never answered), management 
was furious. 
 
“We have a history we're not going to deny,” Torres told the Cooper 
managers. “Our class is the working class. We are the co-op. We have the 
plant. You sell the tires.”  
 
But looking down the road, TRADOC wants to be prepared to take over 
sales—which is where the most profits lie. The next general assembly will 
hear a plan to open a tire store in the nearby big city of Guadalajara. 
 
The company has yet to pay dividends to the shareholder-workers, but it 
may be possible for the first time this year. If there are profits, though, 
leaders will be advising that some be kept back for investment. 
 
In elections for the co-op council held every three years, there’s always a 
right-wing and a left-wing slate. The right argues that members should pay 
attention only to their own plant, and ignore workers’ struggles elsewhere. 
They also want higher pay, for the “management” positions they’re 
seeking. Thus far the left has won handily. 
 
So the co-op has a solidarity fund, a couple of dollars a week from each 
worker’s pay. They publish a bimonthly paper of labor news, the Workers’ 
Gazette, and help support locked out electrical workers and miners, fired 
Honda workers, campesinos imprisoned for defending their land. 
 
“This isn’t new,” explains Torres. “Our union was always very solidaristic. 
We sent money to the Spanish Civil War” in the 1930s. 
 
What can we learn from this ongoing story? It made a big difference that 
the leaders of this struggle were socialists, disinclined to sell out or give 
in, and mindful of the need to look for international allies. Without that 
leadership, this plant closing would have ended as so many others have. 
 
But once the co-op started: it’s a pleasure to relate that workers really do 
run a factory better than the bosses. Not only do they control the plant 
floor, with no need for overseers, they come up with ideas to improve 
production in both senses: more and better tires, less scrap—but also 
fewer backbreaking jobs. 
 
With about the same workforce, the plant is producing 50 percent more 
tires than before it was closed. Workers have introduced new machinery to 
boost productivity, but so do most enterprises. Corporations also use 
speed-up, pay cuts, and a total disregard for the environment. Those 
things won't happen at this co-op. 
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TRADOC leaders are now in contact with Goodyear tire workers in France 
who also want to take over their plant as a cooperative. They are eager to 
share their ideas and experiences with any workers who are considering a 
cooperative as an option in an industrial conflict. Email Jesus Torres at 



j.torres@coocsa.com. 

 

Sen. Warren and End of the Minimum Wage Debate  

 

Jeannette Wicks-Lim: Research shows that a rise in the minimum wage does not cause job loss; 

Sen. Elizabeth Warren questions food industry reps who claim it does 13 April 2013 
 
PAUL JAY, SENIOR EDITOR, TRNN: Welcome to The Real News Network. I'm Paul Jay in Baltimore. 
And welcome to another edition of The PERI Report, this week with Jeannette Wicks-Lim, who joins 
us from Amherst, Massachusetts. She is a assistant research professor at the PERI institute.  
 
Thanks for joining us, Jeannette. 
 
JEANNETTE WICKS-LIM, ASSISTANT RESEARCH PROFESSOR, PERI: Hi, Paul. Thanks for having me. 
 
JAY: So you spent a lot of time working on the minimum wage. What have you been working on this 
week? 
 
WICKS-LIM: Well, one of the things I've been thinking a lot about is that because of the recent 
proposal by President Obama to raise the federal minimum wage to $9 an hour, I've been thinking 
about the debate that always, you know, gets rehashed each time the minimum wage proposal is 
put on the table. And every single time the minimum wage proposal has been put on the table, 
there is this back-and-forth argument about whether there are negative employment effects from 
raising minimum wage. There's almost verbatim this fight about, you know, whether or not raising 
minimum wage is going to cost jobs, and despite the fact that there's been a large amount of 
research in the recent years that has pointed towards basically finding no negative employment 
effects from minimum wage increases, and we still have the same old debate.  
 
And so I've been thinking about, you know, what is it that would really help answer this question 
about whether or not there are job losses from raising the minimum wage. And one of the simple 
facts that we've come up with here in PERI in our research around the minimum wage is that 
actually when you look at the cost that businesses face when the minimum wage goes up, the costs 
are actually quite modest. And that's what explains why there isn't some big negative, you know, 
job loss that you can associate with any minimum-wage hike. This is something that we try to make 
clear but seems to get lost in the debate.  
 
I'll just give you a very concrete example. One year, in 2006, we looked at Arizona state minimum 
wage proposal, which was a 30 percent increase in the state minimum wage. At the time, it was 
$5.15, and it was being proposed to be raised to $6.75. This [incompr.] typical size of minimum-
wage increase.  
 
And what we did is we went and we looked to see how much would this cost businesses. We looked 
at what are the wages of workers at the time, how many hours did they work. We added that all 
up. We looked at payroll taxes and how much that would go up for employers. We looked at the 
raises that would go to workers who earn more than the--that would be earning more than the 
minimum wage, that is, more than $6.75 [incompr.] little bit of a boost from the minimum-wage 
increase. We added all that up and we compared that to businesses' sales revenues. So that's sort of 
the capacity, what they had to work with to cover these costs.  
 



What we found is, for the average business in Arizona, that the cost increase would be less than 0.1 
percent. And so if you want to think about it in real concrete terms, businesses, by raising their 
prices by less than 0.1 percent, would be able to cover all the costs of a minimum-wage increase of 
a size of 30 percent.  
 
Now, people mostly think about restaurants as being the kinds of business that would be affected 
by a minimum-wage increase. So let's think about a restaurant. What we found was, for 
restaurants, that the average restaurant would see their costs go up by about 1 percent of their 
sales revenue. So, again, if you want to think about it in real concrete terms, an average restaurant 
could cover the cost of a 30 percent minimum-wage increase by raising their prices by 1 percent. A 
$20 meal would go up to about $20.20. So if we can think about what the cost increases actually 
are for businesses, then we can think about how--you know, whether or not businesses would really 
face this large, unbearable cost increase that would then produce job losses.  
 
And this is the type of issue that actually came up in a recent Senate hearing. And I was really 
interested to hear that Senator Warren--she comes from Massachusetts, from our state--bring up 
this exact same issue in an exchange with a restaurant owner. This was a representative of a 
restaurant in Connecticut. 
 
ELIZABETH WARREN, U.S. SENATOR (D-MA): Dr. Dube, in the studies of what happens when 
minimum wages have been raised--and you've done the county-to-county matches--were 
restaurants included in the employers in the measurement of whether or not people were laid off? 
 
ARINDRAJIT DUBE, ASSIST. PROF. ECONOMICS, UMASS AMHERST: Restaurants were one of the 
primary samples that we looked at because of the high incidence of minimum-wage workers. And, 
again, restaurant employment, in response to the kind of minimum-wage changes, did not respond 
on average.  
 
Now, again, is it possible that a single employer didn't lay some people off? Is it possible some 
employer didn't actually expand? That is difficult to say. The point I'm making is: on aggregate in 
the restaurant industry for the kind of minimum-wage changes we saw, we did not see employment 
change noticeably. 
 
WARREN: --is that when productivity has gone up and profits have gone up, that the minimum wage 
has in fact declined. And so the question I'm asking is not what the right dollar number is here, but 
really a very different question. When productivity increases, when profits increase, is there a 
reason that the minimum wage should not increase as well, in other words, that we all should not 
participate in this increased wealth in our country?  
 
I was interested in your point about prices, and yours, too, Mr. Rutigliano. During my Senate 
campaign, I ate a number 11 at McDonald's many, many times a week, and I know the price on that 
one, $7.19. According to the data on the analysis of what would happen if we raised the minimum 
wage to $10.10 over three years, the price increase on that item would be about $0.04. So instead 
of being $7.19, it would be $7.23. Are you telling me that's unsustainable? 
 
DAVID RUTIGLIANO, MEMBER, CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY: Senator Warren, not all 
restaurants are created equal. I'm in the full-service restaurant business. McDonald's has 
efficiencies, and they operate completely differently than I do. I have many jobs, many jobs that 
pay well above the minimum wage. We have a retirement plan. We offer health insurance to our 
salaried employees. So my business is a little different. I can't raise a $0.04 price. I mean, I don't 
have--I don't operate like a fast food restaurant. So I would hope that you at least appreciate the 
distinction. 



 
WARREN: Well, I do appreciate the distinction, and I'm not going to be in the business of being a 
McDonald's representative, but I think they would talk about also having some higher-paid jobs and 
some opportunities for management and advancement as well.  
 
But I get your point. Maybe it's only $0.04 on $7.19. But if your entrees are $14.40 (we'll see how 
fast I can do the math), are you telling me you can't raise your prices by $0.08? 
 
JAY: So, Jeannette, what did you make of the exchange? 
 
WICKS-LIM: So I think the really interesting thing to notice here is that Senator Warren poses this 
question, if we're talking about very modest cost increases, not large cost increases, this is 
something that businesses could sustain. And what happened in the exchange is that the restaurant 
representative couldn't respond directly to that question. Instead what he talked about was what 
would be the dire consequences of even larger price increases than what would be the cost 
increase from the minimum wage itself. So it seems that this whole question was sidestepped. 
 
But I think what we really need to keep in mind, you know, just to keep, you know, really focusing 
on is the fact that these cost increases are modest. And so that really gets to the question of if 
these cost increases are quite modest, then should we expect large negative employment effects? 
And the answer is no. And that's what the research bears out. And so I think it was really helpful to 
see this exchange at the Senate hearing to just, you know, confront the business, the restaurant 
representative with this question of what kind of cost increases are we talking about. We're talking 
about small cost increases and how can you respond. 
 
JAY: Isn't there another part of this, too? Which is, I mean, maybe there is some point where, you 
know, raising the price of the restaurant meal that much more might mean people go out and buy 
fast food a little less often. And I think we should keep in mind, too, we're not talking about little 
mom-and-pop restaurants here, you know, that maybe they may be affected more or less 
differently, but most of what's at stake here is massive change, with thousands of thousands of 
employees and big profit margins. I mean, what I'm getting at here, if there is a point where they 
can't just cover the cost of the increased cost of labor to raising their prices, well, so what? So their 
profits go down by that much. Well, I mean, why is the starting point of this argument is they have 
to maintain the same level of profitability? 
 
WICKS-LIM: Right. Well, I mean, you know, the basic question--and I think it's a valid concern--is, 
you know, if workers who are working [incompr.] are worried about their jobs. So we don't want to 
create a situation where businesses are cutting into their profit margins so much that they are 
choosing to lay off workers or they're choosing to close doors.  
 
Now, certainly, your point is well taken is that in the amounts of minimum-wage increases that 
we've been talking about certainly don't get us to that point. So I think the real question is is this 
point of, well, you know, we know what we can absorb in this economy. We know that we can 
absorb a 20, 25, 30 percent minimum-wage increase. What more can we do? Because clearly the 
minimum wage right now, $7.25, even the proposed $9 an hour minimum-wage proposal by 
President Obama, those wages are too low to sustain families. So what we need to be thinking more 
carefully about is how much more could we raise the minimum wage in order to find a sustainable 
wage for families. 
 
JAY: Okay. Thanks for joining us, Jeannette. 
 
WICKS-LIM: Thanks for having me, Paul. 



 
JAY: And thank you for joining us on The Real News Network. 
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How Operation Enduring Freedom Mutated into Operation Enduring 
Corruption  
Dilip Hiro 3 April 2013 
 
Washington has vociferously denounced Afghan corruption as a major 
obstacle to the U.S. mission in Afghanistan. This has been widely reported. 
Only one crucial element is missing from this routine censure: a credible 
explanation of why American nation-building failed there. No wonder. To 
do so, the U.S. would have to denounce itself. 
 
Corruption in Afghanistan today is acute and permeates all sectors of 
society. In recent years, anecdotal evidence on the subject has been 
superseded by the studies of researchers, surveys by NGOs, and periodic 
reports by the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC). There is 
also the Corruption Perceptions Index of the Berlin-based Transparency 
International (TI). Last year, it bracketed Afghanistan with two other 
countries as the most corrupt on Earth. 
 
None of these documents, however, refers to the single most important 
fact when it comes to corruption: that it’s Washington-based. It is, in fact, 
rooted in the massive build-up of U.S. forces there from 2005 onward, the 
accompanying expansion of American forward operating bases, camps, and 
combat outposts from 29 in 2005 to nearly 400 five years later, and above 
all, the tsunami of cash that went with all of this. 
 
Last month, when an Afghan court sentenced Sher Khan Farnood and Khalil 
Ullah Ferozi, the chairman and chief executive of the Kabul Bank, for 
looting its deposits in a gigantic Ponzi scheme, the event received some 
media attention. Typically, however, the critical role of the Americans in 
the bank’s murky past was missing in action. 
 
Founded as a private company in 2004, the Kabul Bank was promptly hailed 
by American officials in Afghanistan as a linchpin in the country’s emerging 
free market economic order. In 2005, action followed words. The 
Pentagon, paymaster for the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF), 
signed a contract with the bank to disperse the salaries of ANSF soldiers 
and policemen. 
 
With that, the fledgling financial institution acquired an impressive cash 
flow. Moreover, such blatant American support generated confidence 
among better-off Afghans. Soon enough, they were lining up to deposit 
their money. Starting in 2006, the surging inflow of cash encouraged 
Farnood and Ferozi to begin skimming off depositors’ funds as unsecured 
loans to themselves through fake front companies. Thus was born the 



world’s largest banking scam (when calculated as a percentage of the 
country’s gross domestic product) with the U.S. Embassy in Kabul acting as 
its midwife. 
 
How It All Happened 
There exists a statistical connection between the sums expended by 
Washington in Afghanistan and worsening corruption in that hapless nation. 
It is to be found in the TI’s Corruption Index. In 2005, Afghanistan ranked 
117th among the 158 countries surveyed. By 2007, as American greenbacks 
poured into the country, only two of 179 nations surpassed it in corruption. 
Since 2011, it has remained at the very bottom of that index. 
 
What changed between 2005 and 2007? By the spring of 2006, the Taliban 
insurgency had already gained control of 20 districts in the southern part 
of the country and was challenging U.S. and NATO forces in the strategic 
Kandahar area. With a sectarian war by then raging in U.S.-occupied Iraq, 
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld felt that he could increase the 
American military presence in Afghanistan only marginally. 
 
This started to change when Robert Gates took over at the Pentagon in 
December 2006. He began bolstering U.S. combat units there. As a result, 
forward operating bases multiplied, as did combat outposts and military 
camps. Building new sites or upgrading old ones on the double meant that 
the Pentagon started awarding contracts to local Afghan construction 
companies unaccustomed to handling such tasks quickly. They, in turn, 
subcontracted tasks out to those who greased their palms. With the 
infusion of ever more piles of Pentagon dollars, corruption only spread. 
 
Later, each of these bases and outposts had to be supplied with food, 
water, fuel, and other necessities as well as war materials. In addition, the 
Pentagon accelerated its program of bolstering the nascent Afghan security 
forces by covering the full cost of training, equipping, and paying its 
personnel, as well as building bases and outposts for them. As a 
consequence, contracts to Afghan transport companies ballooned, as 
would contracts to Afghan private security outfits to protect the trucks 
hauling provisions and materials in that increasingly war-torn country. 
 
So, of course, did the opportunities for graft. 
 
Between 2005 and 2007, when American combat forces in Afghanistan 
doubled, the Pentagon’s budget for the Afghan War leaped from $17.2 
billion to $34.9 billion annually. ANSF personnel also doubled, from 66,000 
to 125,000 troops and policemen, though at a relatively marginal cost to 
the Pentagon. At $16,000 a year, the burden of maintaining an Afghan 
soldier was a paltry 2% of the $800,000 it cost to maintain his American 
counterpart. 
 
In this period, opportunities for corruption rose exponentially. Why? In 
part, because the Pentagon was unable to protect the supply convoys of its 
Afghan contractors, something that would have required tens of thousands 
more U.S. troops. The distance between the main supply center at Bagram 
Air Base near the capital Kabul and the city of Kandahar in the Taliban-
infested south was 300 miles; and the Taliban heartland in Helmand 
Province lay another 100 miles from Kandahar. Since Afghanistan lacks 
railroads, the only way to transport goods and people was to use the roads. 
 
The Bagram-Kandahar highway was peppered with roadblocks, each 
manned by the armed fighters of the dominant warlord, who collected an 
arbitrary “transit tax.” The only way the transport companies could 
perform their job was by buying safe passage from the rulers of the 



highway and so parting with bribes of approximately $1,500 per truck 
between Bagram and Kandahar, and another $1,500 between Kandahar and 
Helmand. All of this came from the cash the Pentagon was so profligately 
doling out. 
 
The warlords and private security contractors, in turn, gave bribes to the 
Taliban for the safe passage of these convoys. In essence, therefore, the 
Pentagon was helping finance its enemy in order to distribute necessary 
supplies to its bases. In addition, on “safe” roads, checkpoints were often 
manned by Afghan policemen, who extorted bribes by threatening to pass 
advance information about a convoy on to the Taliban. 
 
This process became an important element in systematic graft on a grand 
scale triggered by the $60 billion a year that the Pentagon was, by 2009, 
spending on its Afghan War. 
 
Then there were the petty bribes that ordinary Afghans regularly pay to 
civil servants and policemen. These are extracted from citizens for favors 
or preferential treatment by officials in public service ministries when it 
comes to such basics as gaining entrance to school for a child, securing a 
bed in a hospital, or getting a driver’s license or building permit. They 
represent a commonplace phenomenon not just in Afghanistan, but also 
elsewhere in South and Southwest Asia. 
 
While ignoring Pentagon-financed sleaze on an industrial scale, the NGOs 
and UNDOC go through the ritual of quantifying corruption in the country 
by questioning a sample of Afghans regarding the small bribes -- popularly 
called baksheesh (literally, “gratuity”) -- they pay to public officials. They 
come up with such earth-shaking conclusions as that 50% of the population 
paid a bribe in 2012, “down” from 58% in 2009 (the year of the previous 
survey). 
 
A 2009 survey by Integrity Watch Afghanistan (IWA) focusing on petty or 
administrative corruption put the total for such bribery nationally at $1 
billion -- less, that is, than half the $2.16 billion that the Pentagon 
disbursed in a single gigantic contract under the label of “Host Nation 
Trucking” for ferrying supplies to its bases. 
 
Soaking the Pentagon-funded Security Forces 
Another major source of systematic corruption: the filching of Pentagon 
money via salaries paid to “ghost soldiers” and policemen, recruits 
enrolled in the Afghan security forces who don’t exist. Here, too, 
Washington’s funds became the basis for embezzlement and “Afghan” 
corruption. 
 
Up to 90% of Afghan troops and police are illiterate, and about a quarter of 
the force deserts annually. This has provided rich opportunities for 
commanders to pad their lists of soldiers with so-called ghosts, keep them 
on the books, and pocket their salaries. (It is worth recalling that this 
practice became similarly widespread in the South Vietnamese army during 
the American war in Vietnam.) 
 
Besides filching salaries, enterprising police and army commanders have 
made money by reselling Pentagon war materials. For instance, according 
to documents leaked by the whistle-blowing website WikiLeaks, a police 
chief in the eastern town of Zurmat reported fictitious firefights with the 
Taliban, and upon being restocked with thousands of rounds of 
ammunition, sold them to a bazaar merchant. Another provincial police 
commissioner purloined food and uniforms, while leaving his men cold and 
underfed in the winter. Such acts led to the creation of a significant black 



market in U.S. military equipment and goods of every sort. 
 
In its drive to win the hearts and minds of Afghan villagers, the Pentagon’s 
policymakers also gave cash directly to U.S. officers to fund the building of 
wells, schools, and health clinics in areas where they were posted. The 
stress was on quick, visible results -- and they were indeed quick and 
visible: the funds generally ended up in the pockets of rural power brokers 
with little oversight and no accountability, particularly when the American 
officer involved usually left the area after a relatively brief tour of duty. 
 
Later, the State Department’s Agency for International Development 
(USAID) took over this role. As with the Pentagon, most of the money it 
distributed ended up in the pockets of those local power brokers. By some 
accounts, USAID lost up to 90 cents of each dollar spent on certain 
projects. According to a Congressional report published in June 2011, 
much of the $19 billion in foreign aid that the U.S. pumped into 
Afghanistan after 2001 was probably destabilizing the country in the long 
term. 
 
Staggering amounts of U.S. taxpayer dollars allocated to aid Afghanistan 
were spent so quickly and profligately that they circumvented any anti-
corruption, transparency, or accountability controls and safeguards that 
existed on paper. However, those who amassed bagsful of dollars faced a 
problem. Afghanistan’s underdeveloped $12 billion economy -- a sum 
Washington spent in that country in a single month in 2011 -- did not offer 
many avenues for legitimate profitable investment. Therefore, most of this 
cash garnered on a colossal scale exited the country, large parts of it 
ending up in banks and real estate in the Gulf emirates, especially 
freewheeling Dubai. 
 
U.S. Diplomats Ignored Kabul Bank Shenanigans 
Kabul Bank caught the essence of all this in a single Afghan institution, the 
brainchild of an Afghan who stood out as a man for all seasons. In their 
enthusiasm to welcome the founding of an ambitious private bank, 
American officials, wedded to their free market theology, overlooked the 
shady background of Kabul Bank Chairman Farnood. An ethnic Uzbek, he 
moved to Moscow during the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan in the 1980s. 
Toward the end of that decade, he started an informal money transfer 
business or hawala that would prove useful for drug smugglers who wanted 
to transfer their cash into Afghanistan and the adjoining Socialist Republic 
of Tajikistan. 
 
Before the Russian authorities shut down his outfit for money laundering in 
1998, Farnood escaped to Dubai. As the main hub of the hawala business 
covering Afghanistan, Tajikistan, and the Indian subcontinent, it was a 
perfect refuge for him. There he also became known as a sharp poker 
player. 
 
The Russian interior ministry pursued him, but by 2007, when it got 
Interpol to issue an arrest warrant for him, he was the honorable chairman 
of Kabul Bank (with his former bodyguard, Ferozi, as its chief executive 
officer). And his bank had acquired nearly a million customers, including 
250,000 Afghan security soldiers and policemen. Unsurprisingly, the 
interior ministry in Kabul ignored the Interpol warrant. So apparently did 
the U.S. Embassy in Kabul. 
 
When news of his jaw-dropping embezzlement and Ponzi scheme broke in 
September 2010, USAID officials expressed surprise and shock. They would 
have had to be blind and deaf not to have seen or heard the dark rumors 
about their star financial institution that had already been swirling around 



Kabul’s diplomatic and financial circles. They could not, however, 
maintain the charade of ignorance once WikiLeaks published Kabul 
embassy cables, some of them dating from 2009, mentioning the bank’s 
scandalous transgressions. 
 
By September 2010, almost $1 billion had gone missing from the bank, with 
Farnood and Ferozi pocketing $900 million, significant amounts of which 
they invested in luxurious villas in Dubai. Last month, a few liberal 
Western journalists made a point of the way Afghan judges had dropped 
the most serious charges of embezzlement, forgery, and money laundering 
against Farnood and Ferozi, convicting them instead of “breach of trust.” 
However, none of the journalists or commentators pointed out the 
inconvenient fact that U.S. officials had heartily approved of the bank’s 
founding, had helped raise its stature and improve its cash flow, and had 
later overlooked the egregious misdeeds of its prime founders. 
 
In the next two years, as Washington draws down its forces in Afghanistan 
and the situation there disintegrates further, there will undoubtedly be 
more stories about “Afghan” corruption. Given that, it’s well worth 
recalling the following facts: it was the U.S. that flooded the country with 
military and aid funds, while expediently skipping any process of oversight, 
and so turned Operation Enduring Freedom into Operation Enduring 
Corruption. 
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African fascism rising; opposition without an ideology 

 
 

 
 

Andre Vltchek 2 April 2013 
 
In the three Western outposts of the eastern part of Africa – Uganda, 
Rwanda and Kenya – the opposition had either been totally smashed or is 
rotting in jail. Alternatively, it has ‘ceased to exist’. 
 
In East Africa, those who are in power and those who want to be never 
challenge the supreme wisdom of market-fundamentalism. 
 
There is no ideology here. Elections are fights between gladiators (Kenya) 
or of one gladiator against unarmed infants (Rwanda). 
 
Corrupt politician A or corrupt politician B (both campaigning along ethnic 
lines and on behalf of their mercantile interests) ‘compete’ over who will 
be the one to dip his snout into a generous portion of caviar-seasoned feed 
at the end of the ‘democratic electoral process’. 
 
It is a well known fact that in Kenya, for instance, victorious politicians do 
not scream: ‘Socialism or death!’ or ‘Let’s liberate our people from 



misery!’ They would not even dream of shouting something like ‘Down with 
neo-colonialism; and down with the foreign bases that are scarring our 
soil!’ The accepted phrase here is poignantly modest: ‘It’s our time to 
eat!’ 
 
In the recent Kenyan elections, not one single Presidential candidate dared 
to raise the essential issues that would most certainly cause the wrath of 
Western powers: comparing the virtues of capitalism versus the virtues of 
socialism in a poor country like Kenya, or unveiling the work of neo-
colonialism on African soil; or, more concretely, opposing the RAF base in 
Kenya and the introduction of drones. Nor did they, candidates, protest 
against the US, British and Israeli intelligence agencies that are allegedly 
kidnapping, even disappearing, Muslim people – mainly fishermen – off the 
Swahili coast; nor did they promise to stop the senseless invasion of 
Kenyan troops to Somalia, something that had been fully orchestrated in 
Washington and London and dutifully implemented by Nairobi political and 
military lackeys. 
 
“Kenya is a hostage to foreign interests”, I was told, in Kisumu, by one of 
the MP candidates, Edris Omondi, just a few days before the elections in 
March 2013. “We are suffering from a full-blown case of neo-colonialism 
here, in Kenya. If you want to know what Kenya is doing in Somalia, you 
have to first ask: ‘what are the interest of the West in this part of the 
world?’” 
 
Such ‘revolutionary talk’, however, would never reach the Kenyan 
electorate through their television sets and mass-circulated periodicals. 
 
In Rwanda, where the fascist regime is co-responsible for the loss of 6 to 
10 million human lives in DR Congo, there is, at least, no charade about 
democracy. Sugary and sentimental serenades sung to Rwanda, to RPF and 
to President Kagame by ‘world leaders’ like Tony Blair, Bill Clinton, Bill 
Gates as well as by various high-ranking officials at the World Bank, are 
perfectly composed and orchestrated by leading apparatchiks and chief 
ideologists of the Western Regime. Everyone is so dreadfully sorry for 
‘doing nothing to stop 1994 genocide’, but the incomparably worse and 
still ongoing genocide performed by Kagame, RPF and his militias in 
neighboring DR Congo is hardly ever mentioned by the establishment 
media. 
 
The most prominent opposition leader in Rwanda, Ms. Victoire Ingabire 
Umuhoza, is in prison, locked away for 8 years after being accused of 
‘terrorism ’. Her head is shaved and she wears the pink uniform of political 
prisoners; her main sin her wondering aloud: ‘why are there only Tutsis 
who are commemorated at Kigali Genocide Memorial, if even Paul Kagame 
admits that both Tutsis and Hutu were killed in those infamous 100 days, in 
1994?’ But her arch sin is that she dared to return to her country after 16 
years in exile to compete against one of the most notorious mass 
murderers ever born on the African continent. 
 
Ms. Victoire Ingabire could still be, in relative terms at least, considered 
‘lucky’. Lucky because many other Rwandan opposition leaders and figures 
have already been murdered in cold blood, or at least forced into exile. 
The list includes several elite members of Kagame’s RPF, those who dared 
to cross their supreme leader. It also contains the names of numerous 
journalists, and even one famous hotelier – Paul Rusesabagina – who was 
credited with saving hundreds of Tutsi lives during the 1994 massacres. His 
actions depicted in the movie “Hotel Rwanda”, became part of the 
unchallengeable Western interpretation of historic events. But now Mr. 
Rusesabagina, like so many others, lives in exile in South Africa. 



 
Political prisoner Victoire Ingabire never became a sweetheart of the 
West, like, for instance, the Burmese opposition leader, Aung San Suu Kyi. 
It is maybe because Burma is not plundering an enormous country rich with 
natural resources, like Rwanda is plundering DR Congo on behalf of 
Western companies and governments. 
 
Rwandese opposition is expected to shut up and wait for a few more years 
at least. The bootie is obviously not yet satisfactory, and the 6-10 million 
human lives lost in the Congo is still somehow tolerable for the politicians 
and the captains of economy in Washington, London, Brussels and 
elsewhere. 
 
Brutal reality is that most African countries are not in a position to decide 
anything. Their opposition leaders win when they are told to take power, 
when they are allowed to win by their foreign handlers. It is back to 
colonialism, minus those great African heroes of the past like Patrice 
Lumumba and Julius Nyerere. 
 
When the West gets tired of Kagame it will simply depose him, or let him 
fall. And a new crony, some new gangster ready to serve the West, will get 
‘elected’ through the ‘democratic process’, to a background of loud 
fanfare celebrating ‘multi-party’ democracy and the ‘African renaissance’. 
 
Heat wave or drizzle, almost every day – twice a day – on the road 
connecting Entebbe and Kampala, the sirens begin squeaking loudly and 
the convoy of armored and armed vehicles moves at neck-breaking speed, 
pushing all civilian traffic to the shoulder, even if ‘needed’, to the ditch. 
 
There goes the flamboyant Mr. Yoweri Museveni, the President of Uganda, 
and a strongman who has held the reigns of power since 1986. He wears a 
cowboy hat, even though he rides inside a cool vehicle – to his office in the 
capital city or when returning home in the evenings. 
 
It is quite an impressive sight to see that luxury, bulletproof Mercedes and 
the SUVs of Museveni’s heavily fortified guards all flying past the decrepit 
and miserable huts and the destitute individuals who live in them along the 
main road of this conflict-torn nation, one of the poorest on earth. 
 
Uganda is a mess. Brutal civil war is raging in the north of the country. 
There, according to countless reports, HIV-positive military men are 
ordered, periodically, to rape rebellious soldiers and insurgents. Mr. 
Museveni hates gays, and he occasionally threatens them with capital 
punishment just for being what they are. But homosexual rape is clearly 
something he approves of, something he even commands. 
 
He can get away with virtually anything. A loyal mercenary of the West in 
the region, Uganda is deeply involved in Somalia, Sudan and above all, in 
DR Congo. 
 
The ‘involvement’ of Rwanda and Uganda in DR Congo is, of course, well 
documented, in the 2010 ‘UN Mapping Report” and in the conclusions of 
other investigations. But that is not preventing the West using Ugandan 
troops as ‘peacekeepers’ all over Africa, particularly where their interests 
lie. 
 
After the UN “Mapping Report” went to print, Mr. Museveni allegedly got 
very angry, which was enough to force the UN Secretary General Ban Ki-
moon to fly to Kampala to shamefully beg the dictator not to abandon UN 
peacekeeping missions! 



 
“Both Rwanda and Uganda are plundering DR Congo, killing millions. 
Museveni admitted it, Kagame never did. But both regimes are dictatorial, 
with close links to the West. And the Western public is unaware of what is 
happening,” explained Nii Akuetteh, Ghanaian political analyst during our 
meeting in Washington. 
 
Paul Kagame was educated and groomed in Kampala and, according to 
former US Ambassador to Rwanda, Robert Flatten, he was even armed by 
the West in this city. Before the 1994 shooting down of the Falcon jet that 
had the Rwandan and Burundian Presidents on board, and the consequent 
genocide, Kagame was allowed and encouraged to train his brutal RPF 
forces on the territory of Uganda. For a long time he functioned as the 
head of Ugandan military intelligence, overseeing interrogations, cruel 
torture and even the murder of countless Ugandan political prisoners. I 
personally interviewed one victim in Kampala who testified about how he 
was tortured on Paul Kagame’s orders. 
 
Knowing the facts, it does not come as a surprise that the plundering and 
ravishing of DR Congo is not openly on the agenda of the Ugandan 
opposition. Demanding that the pillage stops could easily lead to straining 
ties with North America and Europe. 
 
Of course, there are other, ‘domestic’ calamities. There are child beggars 
at almost every corner in the center of Kampala, some as young as 3 years 
old. There are adult homeless people, even women, living on the 
pavement, with empty, resigned looks in their eyes. 
 
The malnourished children of Rwanda. 
As I drive through the capital, there are signs of discontent everywhere. 
 
“The social situation in Uganda is terrible and continuously deteriorating”, 
explains Mr. Kaliija James Kats, Program Manager of YLF Uganda. “People 
are at the edge.” 
 
It is true. And the leaders of the Ugandan regime are brutes, incomparably 
worse than those who governed the country during the infamous reign of 
Idi Amin Dada. 
 
With cruel inter-tribal onslaughts, the old historic buildings of Buganda 
Kingdom going up in flames in 2010, political violence, aggressive foreign 
policy and appalling misery in both urban and rural areas, Uganda is hardly 
a place that one imagines would be supported by any sane government or 
influential individual abroad. 
 
But it is supported whole-heartedly and has been for many years and 
decades, by several Western powers that use it as a trusted ally in their 
deadly geo-political games. 
 
On top of that, this ally, occupying in such an important position in such a 
mineral-rich part of the world, has to be well ‘secured.’ 
 
“The opposition, the civil society, the government – everybody is getting 
money from the West”, Doreen Nyanjura, a young Ugandan writer and 
activist and member of the opposition, tells me. 
 
“Does it mean that whoever wins will be obliged to go to Washington and 
London for guidance?” I ask. 
 
“This is a very poor country…” she replies. 



 
To give the credit where it is due, unlike in Rwanda, there actually is, at 
least, some opposition in Uganda. 
 
Its members periodically protest; they write books and articles, arrange 
demonstrations, and even end up in prisons. 
 
But they are also very careful not to alienate the West. There is very little 
talk about alternative political and economic systems. There is no naming 
names and, like in Kenya, no public exposure of neo-colonialist and 
imperialist designs of foreign rulers. 
 
“You write so often against the West; against imperialism”, my Kenyan 
friends from the Left periodically tell me. “You stand by Venezuela, Cuba, 
China and Vietnam against Western ideological and real attacks. What kind 
of funding do you get from them”? 
 
I say I get nothing. They don’t believe me. They insist. Why would I work, 
why would I choose to stand in opposition to the Western regime, if the 
people I defended did not pay me a regular salary, or at least some 
substantial ‘bob’. 
 
In East Africa, being in opposition is often a job; sometimes lucrative, 
sometimes not too profitable, but always a job. 
 
I mumble something about internationalism, about humanism, about duty. 
My friends listen, politely. After some time, they lose patience with me: 
“But who pays for your work?” 
 
I tell them that I keep recycling almost everything that I earn from my 
films, books, articles, talks and my other work… I recycle it into more 
work. I don’t save; I don’t invest… I tell them that I almost never ask for 
funding; that I am scared of funding. They lose interest almost 
instantaneously. From there, our discussion often moves from revolution to 
the weather. 
 
“We have to convince Venezuela and China to pay; to support us”, I 
recently heard in Kenya from another candidate who aspired to a 
Parliamentary post. “They don’t pay you anything?” 
 
“Well, when they print my articles or show my films… or when I speak at 
their universities…” 
 
He hit the table with his fist, outraged: “They have to pay. If they don’t, 
nothing would change here!” 
 
Before we parted, Doreen suggested: “Come to the high security prison 
with us, tomorrow. The leader of the opposition is there, his personal 
secretary is there, even the driver who was at the scene, during the 
arrest.” 
 
I agreed. We set up the time for the next day. 
 
The night before our visit to prison, I met one of the ideologues of the 
opposition party, a bitter, aging man who did not consider China or 
Vietnam to be true ‘socialist countries’, who did not considered Latin 
American revolutions to be ‘revolutionary enough’. 
 
“I will tell you something”, he insisted, although I was trying to get away 
from him. “I don’t think that Bolivia or Venezuela are socialist countries. 



Actually, I don’t think that even Cuba is socialist.” 
 
“You are pissed off about the Mao pants?” I suggested. 
 
“What?” He did not understand. 
 
“They don’t wear blue Mao pants in China or in Latin America”, I 
suggested. “And they travel freely all over the world if they can afford it. 
And, in most of these countries people want to be equally rich, not equally 
poor… And…” 
 
The evening did not end well. I told him that not all socialist movements 
have to resemble the Western conception, that there are variations, like 
the Latin American interpretation of socialism, like the Chinese 
interpretation, like my own interpretation, like millions of other 
interpretations. And I suggested that he and Uganda start thinking about 
their own socialist concept, instead of digging into some fundamentalist, 
dusty, Western version from centuries ago. 
 
The morning did not begin well either. Doreen could not get the car. My 
car was in Kenya. I offered my hired taxi. 
 
She came with two young leaders of the opposition. We stopped at the 
market, to buy vegetables and meat for the prisoners, and then we drove 
towards the Luzira jail. 
 
In case my readers have never visited any of the high-security prisons in 
Africa, here is a valuable piece of information about how to enter: ‘Drive 
to the gate, get checked, get searched, get your car turned up-side-down, 
then leave your cameras and mobile phones at the guard’s room. Leave all 
your money behind, even coins, and of course all sharp objects. Fill in 
some blanks, questionnaires. Present the ID, explain who you are, whom 
are you visiting, why are you here. Get checked again – metal detector, 
patting. It is a bit like take domestic flight in India, but even worse. 
 
There is a short interview… And then your request gets rejected at the 
end… 
 
I had one official East African ID on me, and in the end they let us all in, 
together with the defense lawyers. 
 
The leader of Ugandan opposition – Dr. Besigye Kizza – was released one 
day earlier. 
 
“He wanted to stay, with the others, but they literally pushed him out, 
made him leave the jail,” explains Doreen. “If he would stay here, there 
would be a riot.” 
 
We go through several more layers of security and end up in a small room 
staffed with high-ranking jailers – ‘officers’ – watching our every move. 
There is also some European official there, almost licking the boots of the 
prison guards, smiling at them, cracking primitive jokes, flattering 
everybody around. He is an appalling type, a typical Euro bureaucrat; a 
collaborator, an individual one sees in all Western colonies like Cambodia, 
Indonesia, Thailand, Rwanda, or Djibouti. I always wonder where do they 
manufacture them? 
 
They bring the prisoners: Sam Mugumya, Political assistant to Dr. Besigye 
Kizzi, and the driver who was transporting opposition during the arrest. 
 



Sam is a socialist; that much I know. He is also a writer; he wrote a 
passionate book called “Road to The Revolution”. 
 
The driver is crying. He has obviously nothing to do with all this; he is just 
a minivan chauffeur, but the police grabbed him, brought him to the 
station, beat him up, took two of his mobile phones and all the money he 
collected from fares for entire day – over US$100. 
 
“They are beating me up all the time!” he keeps sobbing. “During the 
police raid against the opposition, a police SUV smashed into the back of 
my van. And now they want me to compensate for the loss. I have nothing. 
They ruined my life…” 
 
Sam is clearly one of the highest leaders of the opposition. He knows about 
me, and about me coming to see him. 
 
The next day I am leaving Uganda and in one week I will travel back to 
Asia. There is no time to lose. We have plenty to say to each other. 
 
Sam goes through the necessary routine, the testimony he is obviously not 
enjoying: “Prison is crowded, overcrowded. They treat us terribly. The 
driver is beaten every day. Those who are leading the investigations are 
actually criminals…” 
 
At some point he stops. He suddenly grabs my hand. 
 
“Chavez”, he sighs. “How is Venezuela?” 
 
“Coping”, I reply. “It is not easy, but coping… There is an investigation…” 
 
“I know,” he says. 
 
“I will go there soon.” 
 
“We will talk before you go…” Then he looks straight at me: “Before I die, 
I want to go to South America.” 
 
I nod. I don’t want to tell him “You will not die anytime soon.” This is 
Uganda. He fights. He is one of those very few people in eastern Africa 
who is fighting. I say nothing. I squeeze his hand briefly, and let go. 
 
“Sam”, I say. “Those millions in Congo… Is that on the agenda? On your 
agenda…” 
 
“Of course we are aware that Museveni is playing a subservient role to the 
West”, Sam speaks very fast, afraid to be interrupted by the guards. I take 
notes. He stops once in a while, to catch breath. 
 
“Talk”, I tell him. “Please”. 
 
“For the West, Museveni has been a very effective ‘buffer’ against Sudan. 
He was, of course, very useful for US interests in DR Congo. US give us – to 
Uganda – money and we give them bodies that they want us to shoot. We 
are like a mercenary force – the whole country. The West talks human 
rights, and then it throws money at us. We take money and we kill. The 
West is two-faced; it cares absolutely nothing about human rights. It only 
cares about its own interests.” 
 
“Are you going to change things?” I ask. “If your party comes to power… If 
Kizza wins, somehow… if they let him win… You know what I am saying, 



right?” 
 
“Sure. I know perfectly what you mean… We have to be… we also have to 
be tactical. We just cannot directly confront the West… You see, 
Venezuela… There are different dynamics. In South America, there is great 
unity now, and people understand… they want independence. This is what 
is lacking here. And our social organizations – they are not where we want 
them to be, yet. Like this, we are not yet ready to go to the direct 
opposition.” 
 
I realize he is not talking about his party here in Uganda, now; he is talking 
about the opposition that could be finally real, similar to which took power 
all over South America. 
 
“We have to raise consciousness about the revolution”, he whispers. 
“Revolution is inevitable, desirable… We are studying how to make it 
happen.” 
 
Soon we have to part. We embrace. They lead Sam away and I have to 
present my notes to the censor. 
 
The censor is looking at the pages of my notebook. It is clear he 
understands nothing. There are no names and no numbers. There is only 
some theory, absolute worthless shit as far as he is concerned. 
 
“All clear”, he gives me my notebook back. “You can go now.” 
 
Ugandan soldiers guarding Museveni. 
After leaving prison we witness a small riot at a fuel stop. One more riot, 
in a single day. 
 
Some people joined us. Now I have half of the Ugandan opposition leaders 
sitting in my car, or at least that’s how it appears. All of them are 
squeezed; all cursing Museveni. 
 
I think about Egypt and about Indonesia; countries that each succeeded in 
forcing one man to step down, but where the regimes survived, regrouped, 
and became even more resistant to real change, to the revolution. Like 
roaches and rats, they have been digging holes and trenches, preparing to 
survive anything, even nuclear holocaust. 
 
“Do you get some support from the West?” I ask one of MP candidates. 
 
“Not necessarily support”, he replies. “But we are given some money.” 
 
The road is blocked by several SUV’s decorated by colorful flowers and 
paper lace. There is some loud music and the traffic is moving at a snail’s 
pace. 
 
“Is it a wedding?” 
 
“Oh no”, smiles Doreen. “This is a celebration for the former Minister of 
Health, who is being released from prison.” 
 
“Is he also from the opposition?” I ask. 
 
“No. He is corrupt bastard. And it was correct to put him to prison… But 
people are so fed-up with Museveni that anybody who ends up in prison in 
Uganda is seen as a hero.” 
 



“But the man is a thief, right?” I wonder. 
 
“A thief”, yes, everybody in the car confirms. 
 
“And the country is celebrating his release…” I say. 
 
They all nod. 
 
The Uganda opposition in my car. 
When everybody disembarks in front of Parliament, my driver takes me to 
the hotel. 
 
We have a long history together. He drove me to several border regions 
with DR Congo, to dreadful refugee camps, to war zones. He helped me a 
lot when I was filming for my major documentary “Rwanda Gambit”. 
 
He does not speak much, he never does. But he is my friend; an old man 
who saw, it appears, all there is really to see. 
 
“You have just listened to several opposition leaders.” I smile. “Do you 
feel better about the future of Uganda?” 
 
I know he hates the President. And I am surprised when he slows down and 
says, calmly: 
 
“I heard all those things they were saying, before. But I did not hear what 
will really happen to my country when the old bastard steps down!” 
 
Andre Vltchek is a novelist, filmmaker and investigative journalist. He 
covered wars and conflicts in dozens of countries. His book on Western 
imperialism in the South Pacific – Oceania – is published by Expathos. His 
provocative book about post-Suharto Indonesia and market-fundamentalist 
model is called “Indonesia – The Archipelago of Fear” (Pluto). He just 
completed 130 minutes documentary film “Rwanda Gambit” about 
Rwandan history and the plunder of DR Congo. After living for many years 
in Latin America and Oceania, Vltchek presently resides and works in East 
Asia and Africa. He can be reached through his website. 

 

The True Cost of Industrialized Food 

 
 

 
 

Tory Field and Beverly Bell 1 April 2013 
 
"We are the food we eat, the water we drink, the air we breathe. And 
reclaiming the democratic control over our food and water and our 
ecological survival is the necessary project for our freedom." -- Vandana 
Shiva, physicist and activist  
 
The objective of much of our industrial food system is to provide a profit 
to shareholders and CEOs. Coca-Cola's advertising budget was more than 
$2.9 billion in 2010, money well spent from a stockholder's point of view: 
profits that year were $11.8 billion. 
 
The current system, however, was not built only to amass wealth. Many 
policymakers and supporters, historically as today, have been driven by 
the conviction that industrial agriculture is the best way to produce 
massive amounts of affordable food. And in some ways it has accomplished 
this. People in the U.S. spend relatively little on food -- about 7 percent of 



their total spending, as compared to 13 percent in France, 23 percent in 
Mexico, and 38 percent in Vietnam. Most individuals in the U.S. devote less 
time, energy, and money to feeding ourselves than they ever have 
historically. 
 
On the buying end, it seems an irresistibly good deal, our 99¢ soda or $1.50 
loaf of bread. But these prices represent just a fraction of the true costs of 
getting that soda and bread into our shopping bags. We pay for the hidden 
costs of the corporate food supply chain in multiple ways, not all of them 
financially. 
 
We subsidize food corporations through our taxes, which pay for public 
works like transportation infrastructure for long-distance shipping 
(highways, airports, and railroads), communication infrastructure 
(satellites, television, radio and Internet), energy infrastructure (coal 
plants and nuclear power stations), and research and development (like 
government-funded crop research). Tax dollars also fund the government 
subsidies that keep certain crop prices low, allowing corporations to create 
their processed foods so cheaply. 
 
Small- and medium-sized farmers pay extremely high hidden costs. Their 
farms have been steadily disappearing as land is further consolidated into 
the hands of fewer people. The U.S. has lost 800,000 farmers and ranchers 
in the last 40 years. Between 1900 and 2002, the number of farms in the 
U.S. shrank by 63 percent, while the average farm size increased by 67 
percent. The dairy industry has undergone an even starker decline: in just 
over 35 years, between 1970 and 2006, the country lost 88 percent of its 
dairy farms, while the average herd size per farm increased from 19 to 120 
cows. 
 
Some populations, depending on class, race, nationality, and livelihood, 
pay more dearly than others. As mentioned in our previous post, black 
farmers and land owners suffer. Farmworkers and other laborers all along 
the food supply chain also pay by receiving inadequate wages; they are 
twice as likely to live below the poverty line. 
 
As consumers, we all pay with our health and well-being. Our country's 
most popular cuisine is affectionately called "junk," after all. Eating the 
highly processed food made readily available to us has led to epidemic 
levels of diabetes and heart disease. Individuals get chastised for their own 
diet-related problems while junk food is much easier and cheaper to 
access than healthy food. 
 
Recent outbreaks of Listeria and stomach acid-resistant E. coli are other 
manifestations of the costs to our health. Food-safety experts blame the 
industrialized production of grain-fed cattle and poultry for the emergence 
of these dangerous bacteria strains. 
 
Our planet pays profound hidden costs: polluted water, air, and soil; 
deforestation; acid rain; species extinction; and climate change. The 
corporate food system wreaks countless ecological harms. 
 
Spraying toxic pesticides on our food has become the norm, so much so 
that we have come to view it as part of "conventional" agriculture, though 
there's nothing conventional about it. Introduced in large scale only after 
World War II, using surplus warfare chemicals, pesticides are now applied 
at a rate of 1.1 billion pounds per year in the U.S. That's 22 percent of the 
world's total use. These chemicals move throughout our ecosystem, making 
their way into groundwater and our drinking supply, traveling down 
streams and rivers, and eventually reaching the ocean. In just one 



example, fertilizer running off fields and down the Mississippi River has 
created such an imbalance that there is a "dead zone," where nothing can 
survive, in the Gulf of Mexico the size of New Jersey. Pesticides also wind 
up on our plates and in our bloodstreams. In 2005, the Environmental 
Working Group tested the umbilical cords of 10 babies from different U.S. 
hospitals and found an average of 200 industrial chemicals and pollutants 
in their blood, including a number of pesticides. 
 
Monocropping, a farming system where the same crop is grown on a piece 
of land year after year, is foundational to industrial-scale agriculture. Yet 
it depletes the soil, upends the ecological balance, and creates conditions 
highly susceptible to pests and disease, requiring more pesticides and 
fertilizers. 
 
If all of these costs showed up in the prices we pay at the store, things 
would be very different. If prices reflected the oil that powers the jet to 
bring a banana thousands of miles, together with the air pollution that 
results, the workers' health care costs after handling pesticides, and the 
future loss of soil health due to monocropping, this fruit would certainly be 
a luxury item in the North rather than part of an average American 
breakfast. 
 
Has agribusiness won such control that a turnaround is impossible? No. 
Small farmers, grassroots groups, and advocacy organizations are 
demanding food sovereignty, meaning the right of every people to produce 
adequate, healthy, affordable, and culturally appropriate food for all. 
They are everywhere creating and supporting community-controlled, 
scaled-down, local food networks. Dismantling the governmental policies 
and global trade rules that have taken agriculture out of the hands of small 
farmers the world over is the prerequisite for claiming a just and healthy 
food system. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Download the Harvesting Justice pdf here, and find action items, 
resources, and a popular education curriculum on the Harvesting Justice 
website.  
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"Treasure Islands: tax havens and the men who stole the world" by 
Nicholas Shaxson 
Reviewed by Jo Murphy, first published in Socialism Today, magazine of 
the Socialist Party (CWI England & Wales)1 April 2013 
 
The premise of Treasure Islands is that to understand how there has been a 
significant transfer of wealth from the 99% to the 1% we need to study the 
central role played by tax havens. Nicholas Shaxson defines a tax haven as 
a “place that seeks to attract business by offering politically stable 
facilities to help people or entities get around the rules, laws and 
regulations of jurisdictions elsewhere”.  
 
Through the avoidance of tax, wealthy individuals and multinationals have 
abrogated their responsibilities to society. They do not use tax havens just 
to avoid paying taxes but to escape the rule of law. They are havens for 
corruption and fraud, used by drug barons, sex traffickers, gun smugglers, 
dictators, royalty and wealthy politicians alike. The book details how 
money has been stolen from the world’s poorest countries to fill the 



coffers of the 1% who treat the world and its resources as one giant slush 
fund.  
 
An enormous industry has grown to service these super-wealthy – not just 
the large banks, but the big accountancy firms, tax advisers, and the so-
called regulators – all working to hide their assets away. It is estimated 
that half of all banking assets are routed offshore. The International 
Monetary Fund estimated that, in 2010, the balance sheets of small island 
financial centres alone added up to $18 trillion.  
 
Small islands, though, are just the tip of the iceberg. Shaxson examines 
the development and spread of tax havens in Switzerland, Luxembourg, 
and the US (especially Delaware). However, the world centre for this trade 
is none other than the City of London.  
 
British capitalism and the Bank of England sit at the heart of a massive 
web of corruption and fraud – spinning out to Jersey, Guernsey, the Isle of 
Mann, Caribbean islands and Hong Kong. These capture foreign trade and 
channel it to London. They act as a money-laundering filter allowing the 
City to be involved in the dirty business while providing enough distance to 
maintain plausible deniability. Shaxson’s focus on Jersey reveals the 
terrible corrupting influence on the island at every level.  
 
Offshore tax havens are all about placing your money ’elsewhere’, where 
no questions are asked, where you will be guaranteed secrecy, where 
‘democracy’ is not going to get in your way. The book is informed by a 
number of whistle-blowers who eventually felt sickened by the corruption 
and fraud perpetrated, and who now live in fear of reprisals for speaking 
out.  
 
Nicholas Shaxson describes ‘offshore’ as not just a place but a process – a 
race to the bottom where regulations, laws and the trappings of 
democracy are steadily degraded – the battering ram of deregulation. He 
shows the part that offshore tax havens have played in poverty in Africa, 
deregulation, globalisation, the rise of debt and towering inequalities, the 
drugs industry, gun smuggling to terrorists, and financial fraud. Treasure 
Islands shines a torch into the shadowy world of offshore banking, 
revealing a world that the super-wealthy would rather we were not aware 
of.  
 
"Treasure Islands: tax havens and the men who stole the world" by Nicholas 
Shaxson; published by Vintage books, 2012, £9.99  
www.socialistworld.net 

 


