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Tens of thousands of people demonstrated in Madrid on Tuesday 
September 25, 2012 to protest against the sequestration of popular 
sovereignty by the banks and “markets”. Repression was once again 
brutal, leaving dozens of people wounded, and there were numerous 
arrests. In this article, Esther Vivas reviews the motivations for this 
mobilisation and the causes of an ever more brutal police repression. 
 
“They call it democracy but this isn’t one” was the cry repeated in the 
squares and on the demonstrations. And as time went by, this slogan took 
on still more meaning. The stigmatisation and repression against those 
who struggle in the street for their rights has only intensified in recent 
times. The worse the crisis gets, the more popular support broadens for 
those who protest and the more the brutal repression increase. The thirst 
for liberty is being smothered along with the current “democracy”. 
 
Recent days provide a good illustration of this. On Saturday, September 
15, 2012, when activists were detained during the demonstration against 
austerity in Madrid, what was their crime? Carrying a placard with the 
slogan: “25S: Encircle Parliament”. The next day, two wagon loads of 
police carried out identity checks on dozens of people in the park at 
Retiro. The motive? Participating in a preparatory meeting for the said 
action. Five days later, several of these activists were charged with 
offences to the highest institutions of the nation and they could be jailed 
for up to one year. 
 
What were the objectives of the “25S: Encircle Parliament” action? Its 
appeal expresses them clearly: “Next September 25, we will encircle 
Parliament to save it from a kidnapping which has transformed this 
institution into a superfluous body. A kidnapping of popular sovereignty 
carried out by the Troika and the financial markets and executed with the 
consent and collaboration of the majority of the political parties”. What 
will be the form of this action? Its organisers have said and said again: 
“non-violent”. What kind of fear is it that dictates all these police 
measures? Fear of violence, or of freedom of expression? 
 
As I said a few months ago at a social centre: “When those at the bottom 
move, those at the top tremble”. That is the truth. Fear has begun to 
change sides, even if only partially. The repressive measures, like those 
we have mentioned, show the fear of those who exert power. The fear that 
the people rise up, organise, express themselves freely against injustice. 
The fear of a handful faced with the multitude. 



 
Coup d’état? 
The criminalisation of “25S: Encircle Parliament” practically began a 
month ago when the government representative in Madrid, Cristina 
Cifuentes, characterised this initiative as a “disguised coup d’état”. The 
former minister and PSOE deputy José Martínez de Olmos compared the 
action to the attempted neo-Francoist coup by Tejero in 1981: “Occupying 
Parliament from the inside as Tejero did or from the outside as some wish 
on September 25 has the same goal: the sequestration of sovereignty”. 
Words repeated yesterday by the PP secretary general, Dolores de 
Cospedal. 
 
Coup d’état? The only putschists here are the financial powers who 
overthrow governments as they wish and replace them by their trusted 
henchmen. In Italy they have sidelined Silvio Berlusconi in favour of 
Mario Monti, a former consultant for the Goldman Sachs bank. In Greece, 
they have replaced Giorgios Papandreou with Lucas Papadémos, ex-vice 
president of the European Central Bank. Spanish Economy Minister Luis 
de Guindos is a former employee of Lehman Brothers. As the journalist 
Robert Fisk puts it: “The banks and the ratings agencies have become the 
dictators of the West”. And when the “markets” come in by the door, 
democracy goes out the window. 
 
It is difficult to believe today that Parliament “represents the popular 
will”. A good number of ministers and deputies come from private 
enterprises, others return there as soon as their political careers end. The 
companies reward them generously for services rendered. Do you 
remember Eduardo Zaplana? First Minister of Employment, then 
consultant to Telefonica. Elena Salgado? Vice minister of the Economy, 
she became a consultant for Abertis. Not to mention Rodrigo Rato, former 
Economy minister, then director of the International Monetary Fund and 
finally president of Bankia. His adventures as head of the bank have cost 
us dear. Without forgetting former prime ministers Felipe Gonzalez and 
José Maria Aznar, the first becoming a consultant for Gas Natural and the 
second working for Endesa, News Corporation, Barrick Gold, Doheny 
Global Group and so on. So it goes. 
 
More democracy 
But democracy is, precisely, what the movement of the indignant is 
demanding, a real democracy in the service of the people and 
incompatible with the sequestration of politics by the business world or 
with the Spanish centralism which denies the right of people to 
self-determination. Paradoxically, it is the protestors who have been 
deemed to be “anti-democrats”. Anti-democrats for symbolically 
“besieging” the Catalan parliament on June 15, 2011, during the budget 
debates which involved austerity measures which had not appeared in any 



electoral manifesto. Anti-democrats for organising meetings in the squares 
and stimulating public debate. Anti-democrats for occupying empty 
housing and putting it to social use. Anti-democrats, definitively, for 
combating unjust laws and practices. 
 
And when there is more democracy in the street, there is more repression. 
Fines of 133,000 Euros are demanded by the Ministry of the Interior 
against 446 activists of 15M in Madrid; 6,000 Euros against 250 students 
involved in the “Valencia Spring”; hundreds of Euros against activists in 
Galicia, to mention only a few examples. Along with that, more than a 
hundred arrests in Catalonia since the general strike on May 29 and a 
modification of the Criminal Code to criminalise the new forms of protest. 
 
The other face of austerity is the politics of fear and repression. Not so 
much a social state, as a penal state. Democracy is not on the side of those 
who claim to exercise it, but rather on the side of those who fight for it. 
History is full of examples of this, and “25S” will be one of them. 
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Syria is just the latest in a long line of international crimes perpetrated by 
Western powers. But what makes the crimes in Syria, as those in Libya, 
even more offensive, is the cynical use of human rights to advance the 
diabolical interests of Western imperialism. 
As the corporate media beat the drums of war with Syria, led this time by 
CNN and the New York Times with support from the rear coming from 
the confused white left/liberal likes of Democracy Now, a now familiar 
line is conjured up to rationalize intervention – humanitarian intervention 
as a basis to exercise the ‘responsibility to protect’ (R2P). David Gergen, 
the ‘soft neocon’ advisor to both republican and democratic presidents, 
made the claim on CNN recently that human rights groups would love to 
see the US intervene in Syria. A claim that is probably accurate for the 
US-based white, middle-class human rights mainstream. But this position 
certainly does not represent the positions of the growing, but largely 
ignored, ‘new human rights movement’ of grassroots organizations of 
people of color, informed by an African American radical human rights 
tradition, [1] who are reclaiming and redefining human rights as an 



anti-oppression, anti-imperialist ‘people-centered’ movement. But before I 
touch on this new movement let me briefly explore how this new version 
of the white man’s burden emerged to become the main device for 
mobilizing public opinion in the US to support war in the guise of 
humanitarianism.  
 
In a meticulous examination of thousands of national security documents, 
James Peck demonstrated empirically what many of us already understood 
from our position in the margins of the human rights movement and from 
direct experiences with the US settler state. And that was that the human 
rights idea was severed from its radical potential in the late 1940s and 
early 1950s, co-opted by ruling class forces in the US and Western Europe 
in 1970s as a weapon in the ideological battles of the Cold War and had 
become a ‘new language of power designed to promote American foreign 
policy’ with little to do with human rights and everything to do with 
providing a rationale for protecting and advancing US and Western 
imperialism. [2] Why was the human rights idea important for US 
propagandists?  
 
Before the 1990s it would have been difficult, if not impossible, to 
persuade the American people to support intervention into another state 
with the claim that the intervention was necessary to protect lives or 
human rights. 
 
The idealism of former President Ronald Reagan’s ‘moral’ crusades 
against Communism and the success of a new phenomenon in the post 
Cold War era – a North-South war in the form of the United Nations 
endorsed war against Iraq – suggested to the ruling elements that 
significant progress had been made moving public opinion away from the 
geo-political restraints imposed by the ‘Vietnam syndrome,’ (the 
irrational, from the point of view of the ruling elites, reluctance to support 
military actions outside of the US). However, it was still not certain that 
public opinion would support the violence and brutality of war if the terms 
and interests were more murky than the simple ‘good versus evil’ binary 
offered by the anti-Communism of the Cold War. What was needed in this 
period – when it seemed that growing numbers of people in the US would 
become more inwardly-looking, concerned with issues of domestic 
economic development, inequality, and environmental justice among a 
number of domestic issues – was an ideological weapon that would mask 
US geo-political and economic interests while simultaneously providing a 
moral rationale for US intervention. Human rights activists gave them the 
perfect weapon – humanitarian intervention to protect human rights. 
 
So while elements of the ruling class were concerned that post-Cold War 
isolationism would make it harder to justify aggressive military 
interventions, US human rights leaders were also concerned, albeit for 



different reason. For them, US disengagement in a world threatened by 
violence and suffering was morally indefensible. [3] Why? Because the 
US, as the ‘leader of the Western world’ had a responsibility to ensure that 
people in other societies would enjoy the benefits of Western-style rights. 
US policy makers were only too willing to accommodate them with 
soaring rhetoric in defense of human rights.  
 
These Western-based human rights spokespeople, NGOs and theoreticians 
did not assume this position that dovetailed neatly with the interests of 
their states as a result of conscious collaboration, but as a result of a 
shared philosophical and ideological framework – liberalism. A liberalism 
that is seen as universal, with Western-style society and its institutional 
forms as the ultimate expression of modernity. Noam Chomsky captured 
the delusionary character of the US and Western world-view at the end of 
the Cold War and the new role of the US state:  
 
‘The millennium ended with an extraordinary display of 
self-congratulation on the part of Western intellectuals, awe-struck at the 
sight of the ‘idealistic new world bent on ending inhumanity,’ which had 
entered a ‘noble phase’ in its foreign policy with a ‘saintly glow’ as for 
the first time in history a state is dedicated to ‘principles and values,’ 
acting from ‘altruism’ and ‘moral fervor’ alone as the ‘leader of the 
enlightened states,’ hence free to use force where its leaders ‘believe it to 
be just’ … [4] 
 
Humanitarian intervention provided the US state the perfect ideological 
cover and internal rationalization to continue as the global ‘gendarme’ of 
the capitalist order. By providing the human rights rationale for the 
assertion that the ‘international community’ had a moral and legal 
responsibility to protect a threatened people, mainstream human rights 
activists effectuated a shift in the discourse on international human rights 
that moved the R2P assertion from a contested legal and moral augment to 
a common-sense assumption. And because of their limited perspective, it 
did not occur to any of these theoreticians that what they propagated was a 
thinly updated version of the ‘white man’s burden.’ [5] The NATO 
intervention in Bosnia and Kosovo, the assault on Iraq to ‘save’ the Iraqi 
people from Saddam Hussein, and most recently the NATO attack on 
Libya that brought to power a rag-tag assortment of anti-African racists, 
have solidified the idea among many in the US that humanitarian 
intervention to protect human rights through aggressive war is justifiable. 
The consequence of this for US policy makers and for the likely targets of 
US aggression in the global South is that if properly framed, war could be 
moved back to the center of strategic options without much fear of a 
backlash from the American people — a development especially 
important for a declining power that appears to have concluded that it will 
use military means to attempt to maintain its global empire.  



 
But explaining how human rights and humanitarian intervention came to 
be co-opted by the US state does not really address the question related to 
the ease with which this notion has been accepted by people in the West, 
including white progressives and human rights activists. Why was it so 
easy for these groups to accept the notion that the US has the right and 
responsibility to intervene into the affairs of sovereign states by any 
means, including military? [6] For a possible explanation, we need to 
delve into the assumptions that serve as the basis for the Western 
world-view. Space does not allow me to give this question the attention it 
deserves in this brief piece. But a brief exploration of this question will 
demonstrate the source of the delusion. An exploration of this question 
will also help to differentiate the political stance of the mainstream human 
rights movement from the ‘new’ human rights movement in formation 
here in the US. I will turn to this question now.  
 
In his critique of Western human rights practice, the African human rights 
scholar Makau Mutua provides an insight into the question when he 
asserts that human rights are fundamentally influenced by the normativity 
of liberal theoretical and philosophical assumptions. For the Eurocentric 
human rights activist, the assumption that Western society, its institutions, 
values, social practices and culture represent the embodiment of civilized 
modernity is uncontested. Therefore, Muta points out that the West as the 
‘saviors’ of the innocent ‘victims’ of the evil (read non-Western) state 
with its savage repression and authoritarism is seen as a both a natural and 
desirable occurrence, when it can indeed happen. The subtext to this is 
that non-Western, non-liberal societies require outside intervention, at 
various times, to bring them up to the level of Western (read fully human) 
societies. [7] 
 
This perspective is the cornerstone of white supremacist ideology that has 
been internalized by the mass populations in Europe and the US, no matter 
the ethnicity or race. It is an essential element of the normalization and 
universality of white supremacy as an ideological and cultural 
phenomenon. From the point of view of the psychologically decolonized 
‘other,’ the projection of Western liberal society as the model for all of 
humanity is absurd. But what makes White supremacy so powerful as an 
instrument of social conformity and national identity in the US, and 
dangerous for the non-white world, is not just its ubiquity but also its 
invisibility. Liberal universality is therefore turned into not a process but a 
natural development – the very expression of modernity that every people, 
if free, would want.  
 
The latest charade of supposed concern for the people of Libya and Syria, 
while ignoring the cries for democracy and human rights emanating from 
the people of Bahrain, demonstrate once again the cynicism and hypocrisy 



of a human rights project in need of decolonization. 
 
SYRIA AS A LINE OF DEMARCATION FOR 
ANTI-IMPERIALISTS  
One of the most vexing aspects of the consciousness of radicals in the US 
is connected to the ease with which they are manipulated by the 
bourgeoisie. It is much more understandable how the mass of people in 
the US are manipulated by the ruling elements with appeals to 
humanitarian sentiments into supporting imperialist adventures from Iraq 
to Libya, but the ease in which US leftists find themselves on the same 
side along with the US, Western colonial states, Saudi Arabia and 
Al-Qaeda in situations like Libya and what is unfolding in Syria requires 
more analysis than can be attempted in this piece. But, as I have argued, I 
think it can be partially explained by the power of this new weapon – 
humanitarian intervention – and the racist, ‘white man’s burden’ 
components of its assumptions. From celebrity leftists like Amy Goodman 
to significant elements of the mainstream anti-war movement, Syria is 
seen as an extension of the distorted and now meaningless appellate of the 
‘Arab spring.’ The ‘uprising’ in Syria is covered as the embodiment of a 
moral crusade against a ruthless dictator bent on suppressing his people 
through indiscriminate killings and torture. CNN carries almost nightly 
broadcasts, primarily through Anderson Cooper’s program, in which he 
solemnly describes the latest outrage on the part of the Assad government, 
all with the sole purpose of creating the justification for intervention under 
the dubious ‘right to protect’ doctrine, which is the more refined notion of 
humanitarian intervention. [8] Yet, because of the internalized imperatives 
of white supremacy, very few question the moral or legal basis of 
intervention, including these celebrity leftists and their liberal friends in 
the human rights field. That question is not raised because it is not even 
seen as a question. The prerogatives of white supremacy are so 
normalized as to be invisible and thus beyond question. 
 
But just a cursory view of the Syrian situation beyond the bourgeois 
hysterics and from the perspective of people who are still able to see, in 
textbook form, represents the new modalities of imperialist maneuvering 
on both the domestic and geo-political level. There is no question that 
Syria is in conflict and that people are losing their lives. But a 
contextualization of the situation provides a much more complex reality.  
 
The US corporate media has provided no context, historical analysis or 
plausible explanation of the events in Syria for the people in the US. The 
situation is presented as a continuation of the so-called Arab Spring, 
despite the enormous differences in the specifics of the domestic uprisings 
against those Western-supported regimes. In both Egypt and Tunisia, for 
example, neo-liberal policies and long histories of repression created 
broad popular grievances. And most critically, those popular uprisings (I 



refrain from calling them revolutions) did not depend on or call for 
foreign intervention. In fact it was quite the opposite. The ‘foreign’ role 
that they wanted to see was for the imperialist West to refrain from 
subverting popular movements by coming to the aid of its client states. 
But Syria was quite different. Like in Libya, mass protests in areas with 
historic opposition were quickly militarized and a chorus of calls for 
regime change was carefully orchestrated, despite attempts by the Assad 
government and other forces to address the situation through peaceful 
means. This is not to imply that all of the forces calling for fundamental 
change were dupes of the West and did not have legitimate concerns and 
grievances. But for the most part that opposition that coalesced around 
internal formations like the organizations that made up the National 
Coordination Committee for Democratic change and the Popular Front for 
Liberation and Change and rejected foreign intervention, were 
systematically marginalized by US and Western forces.  
 
But those opposition forces of ex-political prisoners, writers, poets who 
operated within a national Syria context is a nuanced reality much too 
complicated for US propagandists to exploit. In the US the playbook for 
manipulating public opinion has already been established. The opposition 
is presented as an undifferentiated mass whose aims are cast in terms 
easily digested by a people that many in the world consider the most 
gullible and uninformed on the planet. Representations of the people in 
the streets were that they had no history and no agenda except that they 
were in opposition and, therefore, had legitimacy as victims. Victims the 
white West had an obligation to protect. 
 
What are the real objectives in Syria? The government of Syria has been 
in the crosshairs of US and Israeli destabilization efforts for decades. The 
political right’s articulation of a ‘new American Century’ became the 
basis of the National Security Strategy under President GW Bush. 
However, both parties adopted and supported the central component of the 
strategy which was to prevent the rise of any regional power that could 
threaten US hegemony. This was the basis for the trap that was prepared 
for Saddam Hussein in Kuwait. But with the imperialist overreach 
represented by the invasion of Iraq which had the unintentional 
consequence of enhancing the regional power of Iran, destabilization 
efforts in Syria as a counter to Iran became the new priority for US policy 
when it became clear that the US had been defeated and would have to 
pull back physically from Iraq. 
 
A new priority, because some officials in the US and in the West believed 
that Bashar Assad, who was educated in the West and married to a Syrian 
who had been raised in Britain, was someone they could do business with, 
especially since the regime was an active participant in the US’s war on 
terror and eagerly embraced neo-liberal economic policies. So there was a 



partial ‘rapprochement’ with the Syrian government, similar to what 
occurred with Libya once it disarmed itself by suspending its nuclear 
program, destroying its chemical arsenal and opening up more to the 
global market. But with a shift in the geo-political realities and priorities 
for the US, it was determined that conditions were favorable to launch an 
intensified destabilization effort against Syria — Assad’s cooperation with 
the West in its war against ‘terrorism’ and surrendering of his economy to 
the forces of global capitalism notwithstanding. And like in Libya, it was 
the contradictions created by neo-liberalism that expanded the social base 
for opposition that the West skillfully exploited. 
 
Embracing neo-liberalism created severe dislocations in the Syria 
economy. While a small elite of Sunni and Alawite business people 
associated with the regime benefited, the urban working class and 
countryside suffered. In fact, this integration into the global economy 
required the Syrian government to reduce subsidies on basics like food 
and fuel, creating more hardships for the poor. So with these factors and 
the unresolved problems created in places like Homs and Hama due to the 
conflict between the regime and the Muslim Brotherhood in the 1980s, 
largely non-violent protests erupted, inspired by events in Egypt and 
Tunisia. But as the Wikileaks documents indicated, when demonstrations 
did not result in significant moves toward regime change, armed 
opposition was encouraged by US and NATO forces. [9] 
 
Working through the collection of US client states in the Gulf Cooperation 
Council (GCC) and enticing Turkey with the fantasy of some kind of 
neo-Ottoman possibilities, the US and NATO transformed the Turkish 
border area into a militarised zone. The Turkish city of Adana has become 
the operational command post where, according to the New York Times 
and other sources, the CIA and other Western intelligence agencies are 
steering arms and training members of the so-called Free Syrian Army to 
launch raids into the country. Lebanon is also being used to smuggle 
weapons into Syria. [10] 
 
The result has been a classic destabilization campaign with escalating 
violence and death on all sides. But the media, in particular in the US, 
spins the coverage as an ongoing series of outrageous atrocities on the part 
of the Syrian government. The international coverage around the killings 
in Houla in late May was illustrative of the propaganda efforts geared to 
generate support for intervention. CNN, Democracy Now and other liberal 
and right-wing media outlets told us how over 100 people were brutally 
slaughtered by elements of the Syrian army and associated militia. This 
account was largely as a result of a story run by the BBC that allegedly 
was based on interviews with survivors in the villages, who were now 
refugees. Again, like in Libya, where desperate pleas for intervention 
came from women with impeccable English accents over the backdrop of 



grainy videos of a dumpster on fire, a person identified as Rasha provided 
the definitive account of the ‘massacre.’ As one critical account of this 
clumsy propaganda effort points out, ‘the BBC report did not say who 
Rasha was, or provide any evidence that she actually was there, or that if 
she was, she had any basis for saying that the killers were identifiable as 
to their affiliation. BBC quoted one other source, who did not provide a 
name. Despite the thinness of this material, the BBC story was picked up 
all over the world, and became perhaps the definitive account.’ [11] 
 
In a more responsible account provided by the Frankfurter 
Allgemeine-Zeitung, the veracity of the reports was questioned, when it 
was revealed that 90 percent of the population of Houla is Sunni, yet 
‘according to eyewitness accounts…those killed were almost exclusively 
from families belonging to Houla’s Alawi and Shia minorities.’ [12] 
 
The veracity of these accounts is really irrelevant once the simplistic 
binary of ‘good versus evil’ has been established in the minds of the 
intended targets. Playing on the arrogant assumption that the white West 
has the right and responsibility to intervene anywhere to shape events and 
the world to their liking, popular support is growing for direct intervention 
by the West through the structure they use when they are blocked from 
using the UN Security Council – NATO. And again, it is not necessary to 
refer to Wikileaks documents to determine the real objectives in Syria. In 
their arrogance, administrative officials and their liberal and right-wing 
supporters say very clearly what the real objectives are, even when the UN 
had to give the impression that it was attempting to resolve the situation 
peacefully with the ‘Annan plan’ devised by former UN 
Secretary-General Kofi Annan, who was brought in under the auspices 
that a peaceful resolution was possible. But in order to make sure that 
Annan’s plan would be doomed from the beginning, US officials did not 
express any confidence in a peaceful resolution. In fact, before the Annan 
scenario could be completely played out, Susan Rice (no relation to 
Condoleezza Rice, but just as right-wing), declared that ‘the Annan plan is 
dead and members of this Council and members of the international 
community are left with the option only of having to consider whether 
they’re prepared to take actions outside of the Annan plan and the 
authority of this Council.’ [13] 
 
The Zionist warmonger, Clifford D. May, exploded the humanitarian 
charade completely when he declared that ‘the humanitarian concern is 
not the primary objective but rather as a ‘means to an end’: If the Arab 
League is unmoved by the massacres of Syrian women and children (their 
angry eyes fixed as ever on Israel), and the Organization of Islamic 
Cooperation doesn’t give a fig about Muslims slaughtering Muslims, why 
should we Americans expend an ounce of energy?..[the answer] because 
Syria, under the Assad dictatorship, is Iran’s most important ally and 



asset. And Iran is the single most important strategic threat facing the US 
— hands down.’ [14] 
 
It does not seem to bother US-based ‘progressives’ who support the 
Obama Administration’s moves in Syria when those progressives find 
themselves on the same side as the National Review. And apparently it 
does not matter to liberal human rights activists in the West that NATO’s 
assertion that it has the right to use force to protect human rights, ‘the 
right to protect’ (R2P), was rejected at the UN World Summit in 2005. 
What is significant about this issue beyond the obvious is that this is the 
very summit that the proponents of the R2P claim provided the legitimacy 
for aggressive intervention to protect human rights. A claim that, even if it 
were true, could still not get around the fact that an endorsement would 
not have superseded the authority of the UN Charter, which gives only the 
Security Council the mandate to use coercive action to maintain and 
secure international peace and security. And that in fact, outside of 
Security Council authorization, any other resort to force is a war crime, 
which means, of course, that all of the actions taken over the last few 
decades by NATO and the US under a series of US administrations, 
including the Obama Administration, are in fact war crimes. 
 
Mainstream human rights activists and theorists know that these actions 
over the last few decades are in fact crimes and represent the ultimate 
human right abuse — violating one’s right to life. But they demur from 
stating the obvious, claiming that to do so would compromise their 
‘credibility.’ So they don’t take a position on war but instead beg the 
combatants (meaning the attacking Western powers) to adhere to the rules 
of war. And if they are visibly issuing reports in the run up to war 
detailing the human rights crisis in the country currently in the cross-hairs 
of US and Western imperialism, well they claim that is just a coincidence 
and only reflects the seriousness of the situation within the country. 
 
Syria is just the latest in a long line of international crimes perpetrated by 
Western powers. But what makes the crimes in Syria, as those in Libya, 
even more offensive, is the cynical use of human rights to advance the 
diabolical interests of Western imperialism. When the National 
Coordination Committee for Democratic Change of Syria was calling for 
talks with the Syrian government and rejecting calls for foreign 
intervention in order to avoid bloodshed, before they were pushed aside 
by the Western-created Syrian National Council, who the Syria Human 
Rights Network characterized as group of exiles funded by the foreign 
sources ‘who work on destroying the homeland instead of building it,’ 
[14] Western human rights groups had the ‘credibility’ to support a 
peaceful internal resolution and to remind those forces pushing for 
military action and interventions that they would be just as responsible for 
the loss of life, or even more so, as any actions taken by the Syrian state in 



response to armed attacks in its territories. Some individuals took a 
principled position, but most international human rights organizations 
instead joined in a steady beating the drums for war.  
 
HUMAN RIGHTS ON THE SIDE OF HUMAN LIBERATION: THE 
DECOLONIAL IMPERATIVE  
Despite the opportunism of mainstream human rights organizations and 
the reactionary uses of the human rights idea by states in the West, many 
of us believe in the transformative power of human rights once liberated 
from its ideological and political subordination to Eurocentric 
male-centered liberalism and the Western imperialist project. This may 
seem like a contradictory proposition based on the popular understanding 
of the genesis of the ‘modern’ human rights idea which developed at the 
end of the second imperialist war in 1945. A popular notion that centers 
the role of the US in the personality of Eleanor Roosevelt and the 
subsequent creation of the compromise document – the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights. But in contrast to the popular notion that 
the US emerged as the champions of human rights is the reality that the 
US started backpedaling on issues of human rights even before the end of 
the war. And even more importantly, it was the agitation on the part of 
African Americans who saw the newly formed UN as a site of struggle to 
raise the issues of racism and anti-colonialism that had the most impact on 
US human rights position between 1945 and 1951. The agitation on the 
part of African American was informed by a perspective that saw human 
rights as an arena of struggle. It also saw this agitation as being in line 
with the internationalist traditions and responsibilities that African 
American radicals had taken up for decades. [16] 
 
The potentially ‘subversive’ character of human rights was captured by a 
number of our activists from the National Negro Congress, which 
submitted the first petition to the newly-formed United Nations in 1946 
through Dubois and the NAACP that submitted a petition in 1947 and the 
Civil Rights Congress petition ‘We Charge Genocide’ in 1951. All of 
these efforts generated dramatic responses from the US and created 
tremendous problems for US policymakers, who wanted to advance US 
interests through the UN and did not need controversy being created with 
the suggestion that the UN might be used to address the US apartheid 
system. It was this approach that centered anti-racism, anti-colonialism 
and self-determination that distinguished African American human rights 
practice and captured Malcolm’s attention and led to his admonition 
before he was assassinated that Africans in the US should redefine our 
struggle as a human rights struggle, in order to align ourselves with all of 
those forces fighting for self-determination. 
 
But like all processes, ideas and structures, the human rights idea has its 
contradictory aspects. While it contains elements that can be defined as 



progressive, its opaque and open-ended formulations have also been used 
as a reactionary tool against humanity and human liberation. One of the 
reasons for this is that the human rights idea is firmly grounded in the 
assumptions, needs and worldview of classical liberalism. That is why, in 
order for the human rights idea to have contemporary relevance, it is 
imperative that we go beyond Malcolm’s call for international agitation, 
as important as that still is for issues like the plight of political prisoners 
and prisoners of war, and affect a clear and radical break with the 
theoretical and philosophical tenets of liberalism and the conservative 
political practices that flow from it. Petitioning the UN is important as an 
aspect of ideological struggle and building transnational political support 
for movement building processes, but the UN is not going to affect the 
shift in power toward the people that is needed in order to dismantle the 
US settler state and construct new relations of being. This has to be the 
task of a people-centered human rights movement.  
 
The privileging of legalism and the elite change model upheld by 
mainstream US-based human rights organizations, along with their 
support for US and Western imperialism under the guise of humanitarian 
intervention, has proven that for an authentic human rights movement to 
develop, it has to be independent from both capitalist parties, truly 
democratic, and grounded in the struggles of the oppressed. But even 
more importantly, it has to be committed to radical transformation, the 
shifting of power from the human rights abusers (the oppressors) to the 
oppressed — globally. The victims of the white nationalist project, in the 
form of the US settler state and European colonial capitalism, cannot 
afford the fiction of a human rights that is ‘non-political.’ The objective 
contradictions of global capitalism and its national expression for our 
people in the US links our fate fundamentally with the peoples’ of the 
world, as Malcolm understood. But if human rights are to have any 
relevancy for the historic task at hand, it must be decolonized and injected 
with new life and definition by the people in the process of struggle. 
 
Humanitarian intervention is not new. It is no more than an updated 
version of the ‘white man’s burden,’ and as such is just the latest 
ideological device used to justify the violent usurpation of the historical 
process and productive forces of the ‘other.’ The forces of reaction are 
targeting Syria with the main objective being to break the resistance to 
Israeli colonialism. We should not expect much from most white 
“progressive” forces in the US — and nothing from the white-controlled 
mainstream human rights movement. Neither of these elements is able to 
see through the charade of using human rights to advance US interests. 
But for those of us who operate from our own independent human rights 
traditions and understand the importance of international solidarity and the 
international balance of forces between the people and retrograde 
historical forces represented by the hegemony of Western states, it is 



imperative that authentic anti-imperialists in the U.S. expose the human 
rights charade before imperialism moves on to consolidate AFRICOM on 
the continent and its next two major targets – Iran and Venezuela. [17] 
 
‘The price to make others respect your human rights is death. You have to 
be ready to die or you have to be ready to take the lives of 
others…Respect me, or put me to death. But when you start to put me to 
death, we’re both going to die together. You have to say that. This is not 
violence. This is intelligence.’ El-Hajj Malik El Shabazz ( Malcolm X) 
 
For those who might say that as human rights defenders we must stand 
with the people of Syria, I say that many of us stood with those who were 
attempting to struggle within the context of their own realities in Syria, 
calling for social and economic change, but rejecting outside intervention. 
And there were many who did so, from the National Coordinating Council 
for Democratic Change (NCC), to the Popular Front for Liberation and 
Change (PFCL). [18] But that principled stand does not mean that we will 
allow ourselves to be used by the West to mystify imperialism. Today 
thousands have lost their lives in Syria with the possibility that there will 
be even more loss of life. This monstrous crime must be placed at the foot 
of US and Western imperialism and all who allowed themselves to 
become collaborators in the name of humanitarianism . 
 
For us, we grieve for the people of Syria who have lost their lives. But 
grieving is not enough. Documenting abuses is not enough. Calling for 
restraint and the rule of law is not enough, especially when they make the 
laws. For those of us who believe in the liberating possibilities of human 
rights centered and controlled by the oppressed and not by states, we must 
sharpen our knives for struggle against all those who create and perpetuate 
crimes against humanity, genocide, ethnic cleansing and the crimes of 
war. This is the task of a revolutionary human rights project. Opposing 
imperialism and standing against aggressive state-initiated wars is a 
cornerstone of the new ‘people-centered’ human rights agenda. And for 
taking that stand, we have no apologies.  
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Fracking's Toll On Communities 

 

 

 

Report Details Fracking's Economic Toll On Local Communities 
Sue Sturgis 25 September 2012 
 
The environmental and health risks of fracking for natural gas -- including 
contaminated water and polluted air -- have been well-documented. 
 
But the controversial drilling practice that involves injecting water and 
chemicals into underground rock to release trapped natural gas also comes 
with a steep price tag for local communities. 
 
Those costs are examined in a new report from Environment America 
titled "The Cost of Fracking: The Price Tag of Dirty Drilling's 
Environmental Damage." They range from the expense of supplying clean 
water to households with contaminated wells to emergency response for 



highway accidents involving heavy trucks. 
 
"Fracking's environmental damage is bad enough, but it turns out that this 
dirty drilling imposes heavy dollar and cents costs as well," says John 
Rumpler, senior attorney for Environment America Research & Policy 
Center and a co-author of the report. "And in many cases, the public will 
be left holding the bag for those costs." 
 
The Environment America report looks at the experience of communities 
where fracking is taking place to get a sense of the potential costs: 
 
* In Arkansas' Fayetteville Shale region, air pollution from fracking 
operations imposes health costs estimated to cost $9.8 million annually. 
 
* A 2010 study in Texas found that houses valued at more than $250,000 
that were located within 1,000 feet of a well site saw their property values 
fall by 3 to 14 percent. 
 
* In Pennsylvania's Marcellus Shale, a 2011 survey of eight counties 
found a significant increase in 911 calls in seven of them. In one of those 
counties the calls increased by 49 percent over three years, largely due to 
trucking accidents. 
 
The report comes as several states and local communities are considering 
bans or moratoria on fracking. It also offers suggestions for states where 
fracking is just getting underway, like North Carolina. 
 
In July, N.C. lawmakers lifted the state's ban on fracking in a 
controversial late-night vote. The newly created state Mining and Energy 
Commission is now developing recommendations on how to regulate the 
practice -- including possible impact fees and bonding to cover costs to 
local communities. 
 
Mayor Darryl Moss of Creedmoor, N.C. -- a community in the central part 
of the state targeted for shale gas development -- is concerned about the 
costs of training the local volunteer fire department to handle 
environmental accidents. 
 
"In terms of trying to figure out how to get them the equipment they need 
in order to respond to an environment they don't have to respond to today 
-- we are looking at millions of dollars just on that piece of it alone," Moss 
says. 
 
Environmental America believes fracking should not be allowed based on 
the environmental and health costs. That's also the message behind the 
"Global Frackdown" planned for Saturday, Sept. 22, involving citizens in 



more than 20 states gathering to call for a ban on the practice and 
investment in clean energy. 
 
But the report also offers recommendations for holding the gas industry 
accountable for the local costs it imposes where fracking is permitted, 
including requiring companies to post bonds to cover costs and imposing 
fees and other charges. 
 
"Our review of the evidence convinces us that fracking is inherently 
destructive and costly," says Rumpler. "But if companies like Exxon, 
Chesapeake, and Halliburton want to assert otherwise, then they should 
put their money where their mouths are; at a minimum, that means 
big-time bonds so the public isn't left holding the bag."  
www.zcommunications.org 
 
 

 

QE3 Another Fed Give Away to the Banks 

 

 

 

 
More at The Real News 
 
 
Michael Hudson interviewed by Paul Jay 25 September 2012 
 
PAUL JAY, SENIOR EDITOR, TRNN:  Welcome to The Real News 
Network. I'm Paul Jay in Baltimore. 
 
Ben Bernanke, the head of the Federal Reserve, announced a few days ago 
QE3, quantitative easing three, and now he says they're going to continue 
to buy assets, multibillion dollars of purchases, until the unemployment 
rate goes down. He was then followed by the European Central Bank and 
the central bank of Japan that are introducing their own monetary stimulus 
policies. 
 
Now joining us to discuss how effective all this might be is Michael 
Hudson. Michael's a former Wall Street financial analyst and now a 
distinguished research professor of economics at the University of 
Missouri–Kansas City. And his latest book just out is The Bubble and 
Beyond. Thanks very much for joining us, Michael. 
 
MICHAEL HUDSON, RESEARCH PROFESSOR, UMKC:  Thank 
you very much, Paul. 
 



JAY: So for those that haven't followed this, explain what QE3 is, and 
then let's talk about whether you think it might be effective. 
 
HUDSON: QE3 was basically a program for the Federal Reserve to give 
money to the banks until Beethoven writes his 10th Symphony. There is 
no connection to employment whatsoever. 
 
The QE2 was $800 billion, and all of QE2 was used by the banks to 
speculate on foreign currencies and interest rate arbitrage. Most was 
used—lent to the BRIC countries—Brazil, Russia, India, and China. You 
could—the banks borrowed 0.25 percent and lent money to Brazil at 11 
percent and pocketed the interest rate arbitrage. All this $800 billion, so 
much went out that it pushed up the value of Brazil's cruzeiro, so that 
banks made a foreign exchange profit on top of the interest rate arbitrage. 
None of this money went into the U.S. economy. 
 
And in today—when Bernanke was told that, he argued, well, we have to 
give the banks enough money so they can be lending out for real estate 
again. This was absolute nonsense. Today's Wall Street Journal has a 
chart: "Mortgage loans fall to 16-year low". The chart shows that the 
banks have lent less and less in mortgage refinancing. So the banks have 
not lent the money either for mortgages—. 
 
JAY:  Okay. Back up just one step. So what is supposed to be Bernanke's 
logic? If, I mean, they buy assets from the banks, essentially, bonds of 
various kinds. Is that right? And the theory Bernanke gives is this gives 
liquidity to the banks so that they're going to loan money to small 
businesses and such and that's supposed to create jobs. I mean, that's what 
he says publicly anyway. 
 
HUDSON: Right. The cover story of the giveaway to the banks is that if 
the Federal Reserve makes loans to the banks, unlimited amounts more 
than $800 billion for QE2, the banks will have enough money that they 
can afford to lend more mortgage money to bid up real estate prices to try 
to reinflate the bubble and that they can lend to small businesses. The 
reality is that ever since QE1 and QE2, every time there's a loan, the banks 
reduce their loans to businesses, they reduce their mortgage loans, there's 
less mortgage refinancing, and in fact, the banks use the money to gamble, 
mainly abroad in foreign currency and interest rate arbitrage, trying to 
earn the money back by lending to Brazil, Russia, India, and China. 
 
JAY:  Right. And is part of the issue here is that the underlying—or at 
least one of the underlying issues is there's still so lack—there's such a 
lack of real demand in the economy that they don't see—they'd have no 
inducement to make these loans, so it's better to go speculate? 
 



HUDSON: Well, the question is: what is demand? Certainly, small 
business wants to borrow. There are a lot of small businessmen that are 
able to borrow. The banks say: I'm sorry, we're only lending to the big 
companies that have assets to foreclose upon. We're not in the business of 
lending to expand production. We're not in the business of lending to 
employ labor. That's not what banks do. We lend against collateral, and 
your collateral mainly is real estate, and real estate is still so much a 
negative equity that we're not going to lend. And, in fact, if you look at the 
statistics that have been quoted, the banks have lent less on real estate 
each year, even on credit cards. The banks have very sharply reduced their 
credit card exposure by 22 percent in the last few years, so that they're not 
lending to the U.S. economy at all. This is all just a fiction, that the banks 
are going to lend. 
 
JAY:  Okay. So Bernanke sees this. I mean, it was clear from QE1 and 
QE2 that it didn't have this employment effect, and he can see that. So I 
guess my question is: is jobs really the objective, or are they worried 
about another major financial collapse and this is actually more about the 
financial system stability than it is about jobs, even though they use that 
language? 
 
HUDSON: They are worried about Mr. Obama's job. The Wall Street 
Journal pointed out today that for the first time—in the past, the Federal 
Reserve has always flooded the economy with money whenever a 
Republican president was up for reelection. So they used to joke that the 
Federal Reserve was the 13th—the 13th district was the Republican 
National Committee. This is the first time that the Federal Reserve is 
flooding money trying to get a Democrat reelected. So the objective is not 
jobs for employees; it's jobs, really, for the current administration and its 
campaign contributors. 
 
JAY:  But for it to have that effect of reelecting President Obama, it would 
have to have some impact on people's lives. I mean, there have to be some 
effect of all this liquidity in terms of jobs or something, or otherwise why 
would anyone reelect President Obama? 
 
HUDSON: Well, the liquidity is not going into the U.S. economy, it's not 
going into the industrial market, it's not going to small business, it's not 
going to real estate. And all of this is available every quarter in the Federal 
Reserve's own balance sheets of U.S. economy. They trace what the banks 
are lending for, and it's not to create jobs. Once again, that's not what 
banks do. 
 
JAY:  So this is what I'm getting at, then, then. For Bernanke to throw 
more money at the banks this way—and what I'm asking is is 'cause they 
fear a really deep global recession, given what's happening in Europe and 



other—you know, in general a slowdown, and somehow they're throwing 
money into banks 'cause they're worried about banking collapse more than 
jobs. I mean, do you think what I'm saying makes sense? 
 
HUDSON: No, it's not a bank. The banks are in no danger of collapse for 
the insured things. The banks that are in danger are the five big banks that 
made huge derivative gambles. Eighty percent of the derivatives are done 
by the five largest banks, and they are—they've made a big gamble that 
stock markets and real estate prices are going to go up. 
 
But at the same time, the banks are looking forward to a depression. For 
them, the financial crisis we're having today in Greece and the eurozone is 
a bonanza for the banks. In fact, yesterday's Financial Times came out and 
had the head of the privatization unit in Greece saying he's now offering a 
bonanza to the creditors, European creditors, to come and buy Greece's oil 
and gas rights and its export sectors and tourism sectors. 
 
And The New York Times yesterday pointed out that all of the €31.5 
billion in new aid is not going to be spent on the Greek people any more 
than the American QE3 is spent here; it's going to be given to the Greek 
banks to help pull them out of their negative equity and all of their bad 
real estate mortgages. And that really is the same situation here. 
 
The big banks weren't able to stick all of their customers and their 
counterparties with all of the junk mortgages that they bought, and they're 
still stuck with the junk mortgages that they thought they could cheat their 
customers on. So you're bailing out their ability, really, to profiteer off the 
economy and sell all of the junk mortgages that they've got from 
Countrywide Financial and the other big fraudulent, criminalized financial 
agencies. 
 
So what is happening is just it's as if the crooks have taken over the 
economy and are trying to bail themselves out of the mess that they're in, 
so that they can somehow re-bid up real estate prices to restore the happy 
bubble economy that led to all these problems to begin with. So it's just let 
us do it all over again. And, of course, the end of this will be yet another 
bailout in QE4 and QE5, and we're still going to be waiting for Beethoven 
to write the 10th Symphony. 
 
JAY:  Thanks for joining us, Michael. 
 
HUDSON: Thank you. 
 
JAY:  And thank you for joining us on The Real News Network. And if 
you'd like to see more interviews like this, there's a "Donate" button 
somewhere around this player, 'cause if you don't click on that, we can't 



do this. 
therealnews.com 
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Marikana massacre ignites the mass movement 

 

 

 

ANC leadership has shown since the massacre that the gulf between it 
and the masses is now unbridgeable 
Weizmann Hamilton, Democratic Socialist Movement (CWI in South 
Africa), from Socialism Today, magazine of the Socialist Party (CWI in 
England & Wales) 22 September 2012 
 
The six-week Marikana strike ended on 18 September. The miners 
accepted a 22% pay rise and a 2,000 rand payment for loss of earnings 
during the strike. This is less than the miners’ original demand, but was 
celebrated as a victory after the ANC government tried to crush the strike 
with lethal repression.  
 
It is a victory, not just for the Lonmin workers but for the general strike, 
without which the employer would not have come to the table. The 
Lonmin bosses had to recognise the power of the workers to organise 
themselves independently of them or their stooges.  
 
Cosatu leader Zwelinzima Vavi warned against the spread of ‘chaos’, and 
president Jacob Zuma insisted that the ANC is “the only force that has the 
interests of our people at heart”. But the Marikana strike – and the 
massacre – has sparked a much wider movement that will send 
shockwaves through the ANC and Cosatu.  
 
Strikes have spread to other mines, and Zuma claims the industry has lost 
$548 million (£337 million). Around 15,000 miners are still on strike at 
Gold Fields, while Anglo American Platinum was forced to close its 
mines last week following huge protests by Amplats miners.  
 
The day after the mine bosses were forced to concede to the Marikana 
miners, the ANC-directed repression continued: police used tear gas, stun 
grenades and rubber bullets against workers protesting at the Sondela 



squatter camp near an Anglo American mine. The battle lines are being 
drawn for colossal struggles to come. And the political reverberations will 
continue to rock the country like the aftershocks of an earthquake, and 
will alter the political landscape forever.  
 
The scenes of armed South African police gunning down striking miners 
brought back memories of the brutality of the old apartheid regime. 
Today, however, big business is sheltering behind the state run by the 
African National Congress. But the repression has unleashed a massive 
movement. WEIZMANN HAMILTON reports on the significance of this 
new upturn in workers’ struggle.  
 
AT THE END of July the signing of a three-year salary agreement 
between the government and the public-sector unions was greeted with 
relief and hailed as historic. The possibility of a repeat of the massive 
public-sector strikes of 2007 and 2010 had been averted for the next three 
years and labour stability would be the order of the day, in one of the most 
combative sectors of the working class in recent years. The effectiveness 
of the labour-relations system of South Africa’s 18-year old democracy 
had been proven, it was claimed.  
 
Two weeks later, an earthquake erupted at Marikana that has dealt a 
shattering blow to the credibility of that labour-relations system, to the 
institutions for the resolution of disputes, and also to the very foundation 
of the negotiated settlement that ended apartheid and ushered in black 
majority rule in 1994. Like the brilliant lightning that accompanies a 
Highveld thunderstorm, the irreconcilable antagonisms between the 
working class and the capitalists, the unbridgeable gulf between the 
exploiters and the exploited, have been laid bare at Marikana. As has the 
role of the state, the armed bodies which protect the wealth of the ruling 
capitalist class, and the role of the government as the facilitator of the 
exploitation and oppression of the working class.  
 
Starting in Rustenburg in the North West Province, the molten lava of 
workers’ rage is flowing across the platinum mines. The province is home 
to 80% of the world’s platinum reserves, exploited by some of the biggest 
mining companies in the world. The anger, detonated by the bloody 
massacre of 34 workers by the police on Wonderkop hill, Marikana, is 
threatening to engulf the gold mines in Gauteng, the industrial heartland 
of the country.  
 
The considerable political impact of the 2007 public-sector strike, which 
prepared the way for the recall of the African National Congress’s 
then-president, Thabo Mbeki, opened up the biggest divisions in the ANC 
since its foundation one hundred years ago. But that pales in comparison 
with the impact of the rebellion of the mineworkers triggered by the 



Marikana uprising. Strewn among the rubble left by these earth-shattering 
events lie the credibility of the National Union of Mineworkers (NUM), 
its parent federation, the Congress of South African Trade Unions 
(Cosatu), the South African Communist Party (SACP) and, above all, the 
ruling ANC itself.  
 
It was the 2010 public-sector strike that first revealed sharply that the 
shotgun marriage between the organised working class and the Jacob 
Zuma faction of the ANC had been a completely false union between the 
political elite in the service of capital and the victims of the ruthless 
exploitation of the capitalist class. It was in that strike that the Zuma 
administration first demonstrated its real anti-working class character, 
with a venomous torrent of abuse by ministers, denouncing the strikers as 
thugs, criminals and murderers. Mass dismissals of health workers (later 
rescinded) accompanied threats to ban the right to strike in whole swathes 
of the public sector, including health, education, the police and army. If 
the ANC government sheathed its sword in the battle with the 
public-sector workers in 2010, it wielded it with a vengeance this year 
against the Marikana miners.  
 
 
Brutal company  
THE FIRST CASUALTY of war, whether of the military or the civil kind 
(for that is what the tumultuous conflict in the mines represent in outline), 
is the truth. The propaganda machine staffed by the media, government, 
bosses, SACP and, most scandalously, the NUM, went into overdrive to 
claim that the police acted in self-defence. Not only has that been exposed 
as utterly false but it has been shown to have been consciously calculated 
to conceal the now undeniable truth: that the Marikana massacre was 
premeditated.  
 
The Lonmin company which runs the mine has a strong pedigree of 
brutality in the virtual police state it has established on its mines. Private 
security forces and the police serve the mining bosses and act with 
impunity. The deaths that occurred before the massacre, which claimed 
the lives of six workers, two policemen and two security guards, were the 
direct result of the culture of violence that the company has cultivated 
over the years.  
 
Lonmin itself is a descendant of the notorious London-based Lonrho, 
which even Britain’s former Tory prime minister, Ted Heath, described as 
“an unpleasant and unacceptable face of capitalism” in the House of 
Commons in 1973. Mmegionline pointed out (24 August), that Lonrho’s 
chief executive, Tiny Rowland, spread corruption throughout Africa as it 
exploited the continent’s workforce.  
 



The strike was triggered by the bosses’ decision to grant wage increases to 
selected groups of workers to prevent them, rumour has it, from defecting 
to other companies offering higher rates of pay in a sector with no 
centralised bargaining or uniform remuneration. These increases breached 
a two-year agreement signed with the NUM and due to end in 2013. 
Seeing this as an attempt to create divisions, and with the two-year 
agreement effectively set aside by management with the apparent 
acquiescence of the NUM, the workers, acting independently, put forward 
a single pay demand to unite the workforce against the bosses. The 
NUM’s impotence in the face of these developments had infuriated the 
workers, and reopened the wounds of the NUM’s betrayal of the Lonmin 
workers last year. A committee was formed independently of the NUM.  
 
During the NUM’s 2011 shop stewards elections, the workers had voted 
out the majority of the old committee, and replaced them with their 
preferred candidates. The NUM regional office rejected the elections as 
‘unconstitutional’ and refused to recognise the new committee. Instead of 
attempting to resolve the matter with their members, NUM regional 
leaders informed management that the structure had not been recognised.  
 
When management refused to deal with the committee, the workers 
rejected this attempt to interfere with their democratic will and, in effect, 
to dictate to them who they may or may not elect. They, then, went on 
strike. The NUM distanced itself from the strike, and 9,000 workers were 
dismissed for striking illegally. Such was the anger of the workers that 
NUM leaders addressed their own members from inside an armoured 
police vehicle, ignoring demands to step out and face them.  
 
Preparing for a showdown  
CONTRARY TO THE parallel myth that this summer’s dispute was the 
fallout from rivalry between the NUM and the breakaway Association of 
Mineworkers and Construction Union (Amcu), the strike committee was 
established independently of both unions. In fact, the first pre-massacre 
killings took place when the independent strike committee approached the 
NUM office to discuss unity in action. Two of the delegates were shot and 
killed from the direction of the NUM office. Police and private security 
were sent in to suppress the independent workers’ committee and prevent 
the strike from taking off. Precisely what the circumstances were of the 
killings of the police and security guards remains unclear. Despite this, the 
killings were used as a pretext to demonise the workers as bloodthirsty 
and intent on sowing mindless mayhem.  
 
Recognising that they were vulnerable in the mineshafts, the workers 
decided to move off the mine premises and to occupy Wonderkop hill. It 
was, in other words, an act of self-defence not aggression. Workers, 
however, had had a sense of foreboding for days before the massacre. It 



was their vulnerability, their determination to maintain unity that led to 
them resorting to superstitious rituals and the use of muti (traditional 
medicine). It was intended to convey a message of determination, that 
they would stand their ground in the face of management and police 
threats, rather than a genuine belief among the majority that the muti 
could render them invisible.  
 
Management’s arrogant hard-line attitude and contemptuous dismissal of 
the workers’ demands, together with the aggressive deployment of mine 
security and the previous killings, indicated that a bloody showdown was 
being prepared. Workers armed themselves with the only things they had 
at their disposal, traditional weapons which are wielded by virtually all 
workers during strikes, and which are hardly weapons of war. They had 
one simple demand: that management meet them and respond to their 
grievances.  
 
By 15 August, public pressure had reached the point where management, 
the NUM and Amcu were obliged to appear on national radio and publicly 
agree to start negotiations the following day, even announcing that they 
had an offer to table. On the fateful day, management arrived 90 minutes 
after the appointed time, only to announce, according to Amcu, that there 
would be no negotiations and, chillingly, “that the matter was now in the 
hands of the generals”. (There has been an apartheid-style re-militarisation 
of the police, and shoot-to-kill philosophy popularised by former police 
commissioner, Bheki Cele, who has been sacked for corruption.)  
 
The Amcu leaders made one last, futile effort to persuade the workers to 
come down from the hill, warning them that blood was going to be spilled. 
In fact, by the time the Amcu leaders were meeting with the workers the 
clock for the massacre was already ticking. Amcu leaders report that they 
were allowed to leave the hill only after lengthy negotiations with senior 
police officials. The plotters of the massacre had been prepared to include 
the Amcu leaders in the slaughter. Not long after the Amcu leaders had 
vacated the hill, the massacre began.  
 
Executing the massacre  
CLEARLY, A DECISION had been made to drown the strike in blood. It 
could not have been taken by Lonmin management or the police alone. 
The government must have been consulted at the highest level. In this 
single act is laid bare the essence of the class basis of capitalist rule: the 
police as protectors of the wealth and power of the capitalists; the 
government as the political attorneys and facilitators of the exploitation of 
the workers by the bosses; the union leaders as the collaborators of the 
bosses and the government in keeping the workers bound hand-and-foot 
on their behalf. In that act, too, the umbilical cord of the masses’ illusions 
in the ANC government was severed.  



 
What has since emerged is that the main massacre occurred 300 metres 
from the site television cameras were trained on, at a smaller hill to which 
workers had fled. There is evidence that they were shot execution-style, as 
they raised their hands in surrender, or in the back as they fled.  
 
At most, the workers were in possession of one pistol, possibly from 
disarming a police officer or security guard at the mine in the days before. 
Beyond that, the workers had nothing more than panga knives, 
knobkerries, sjambok whips and other traditional paraphernalia that posed 
no threat to police with automatic weapons. Armed police, with armoured 
vehicles and helicopters, tear gas and razor-wire deploying machines, 
mounted an operation that was designed to clear the hill, force the workers 
back to work, and break the strike.  
 
It did not occur on the spur of the moment. It was planned. The razor wire 
was deployed deliberately to allow for a small gap, tempting the workers 
to rush towards it. Those who did so were mowed down in a murderous 
hail of bullets. Subsequent accounts presented the attempt to escape from 
the hill as an attempted assault on the police.  
 
Declaring class war  
THE LONMIN STRIKE occurred against the background of a mounting 
crisis in the industry. The global economic slowdown has caused a crisis 
in the motor industry, with levels of overcapacity that would require a 
market the size of the US to bring all idle plant into operation. Platinum 
extraction, completely dependent on the motor industry’s need for 
catalytic converters, was an inevitable casualty. Supply rapidly 
outstripped demand, aggravated by the greed of speculators who worsened 
oversupply to the point that platinum plunged to just 50% of its historic 
price. Lonmin’s share price has taken a serious knock and the company 
will miss its production targets for this year.  
 
Nonetheless, the reality is that the halt in production has changed the 
balance between supply and demand, resulting in an increase in the price 
of platinum. In that sense, the company is not threatened by the loss of 
production. Why then did management, the police and the government 
feel the need to crush the strike? The reason is that, by embarking on a 
strike, the workers were challenging more than their exploitation. They 
were rising up against the entire establishment, and the carefully 
engineered system of collective bargaining designed to trap workers in 
endless procedural technicalities to avoid going on an ‘unprotected’, that 
is, illegal strike.  
 
The strike was illegal in that it did not follow procedure. The existing 
two-year agreement signed by the NUM and management was ignored by 



both the signatories and the workers. The NUM leaders were being 
rejected and denounced as management stooges. Worse still from the 
NUM’s point of view, in self-defence workers armed themselves with 
traditional weapons – useful, at best, in close combat – as a symbol of 
unity, determination and combativity. The entire system of oppression, on 
which the continued exploitation of the workers depended, was at risk. 
The bosses were outraged at the ingratitude of workers no longer prepared 
to walk around in chains, to live in squalor, and to be treated like slaves.  
 
This was no mere wage strike. It was an unarmed insurrection. That 
certainly was the view taken by the Lonmin bosses and the entire 
capitalist class in the mining industry and beyond. In an extraordinary 
editorial on 17 August, Business Day issued what amounted to a 
declaration of class war against the Marikana workers. It spelt out in clear 
language the political implications of the workers’ action and why it was 
intolerable. It appealed for class unity across the entire capitalist class. In 
language breath-taking for its forthrightness, shorn of the normal 
euphemisms about the common interest of all South Africans united 
across classes in the common endeavour to achieve prosperity, the 
editorial condemned the inaction of the Lonmin management:  
 
“Lonmin needs to be a part of the solution to an intractable problem at the 
mine. It isn’t new. The new Association of Mineworkers and Construction 
Union (Amcu) is slowly taking apart the venerable National Union of 
Mineworkers (NUM) in the platinum industry, mine after mine. That fact, 
on its own, should be enough to raise alarm bells throughout the South 
African body politic. The NUM is the thoughtful, considered heart of the 
union movement here. Cyril Ramaphosa [former NUM leader, now 
big-businessman] and Kgalema Motlanthe [South African deputy 
president], for instance, come out of it. As a union it is a powerful voice of 
reason in an often loud and rash movement.  
 
“It appreciates and values private capital and strong companies. Business 
everywhere should be hoping the union finds a way to defend itself 
effectively from Amcu’s attacks… For a start, the strike is ostensibly 
about pay, an issue neither the police nor the unions can solve. Second, 
business, just for the sake of it, needs to be seen to stand up at a moment 
of crisis like this in South Africa and be damned well counted.  
 
“The strike and the tragedy of Thursday will be with us for a very long 
time. It represented a failure of our new society on many levels, most 
strikingly the inability of the majority black establishment (of which the 
NUM and the ruling African National Congress and union umbrella 
Cosatu are leaders) to come to terms with the majority of black, 
marginalised, poor and desperate people.  
 



“Amcu was bred around beer and fires in deepest rural Pondoland in the 
Transkei… There is not going to be any stopping Amcu. That means a 
solution to the violence has to be found at a high level, and that it has to 
recognise, for the NUM and for Cosatu and the ANC itself, the extremely 
uncomfortable truth that there is a power building in the land over which 
they have little or no influence, and which itself has little or no respect for 
the powers that be”.  
 
Fault-lines in the power structure  
HERE IN UNDILUTED language, without even a crocodile tear to blot 
the paper on which it was written for the deaths of 34 human beings, is 
how the bourgeois view the situation. As far as they are concerned, the 
Marikana workers are a threat to the entire edifice constructed at Codesa 
(the Convention for a Democratic South Africa: the negotiations to 
dismantle the apartheid regime). That brought in an arrangement by which 
the economic dictatorship of the capitalist class and exploitation of the 
working class would be perpetuated under a democratic mask held in 
place by the Tripartite Alliance of the ANC, SACP and Cosatu. In 300 
bloody seconds, that mask had been ripped away with pointless savagery 
by the ‘democratic’ police.  
 
In its paranoid, panicky reaction to the spread of the strikes, the 
government, Cosatu and the SACP has sought to blame Julius Malema, 
expelled ANC Youth League president, for instigating workers and 
destabilising the country. They have also attacked him for meeting with 
disgruntled soldiers, accusing him of threatening the security of the 
country. As a result, all military bases were placed on high alert. But, as 
Malema himself pointed out, he is out to save the ANC not destroy it. If 
he had not stepped in, he argues, the vacuum would have been filled by 
others with a different agenda.  
 
Malema has his eye on the ANC’s Mangaung conference in December, 
preparations for which have already polarised the ANC over the 
succession to the presidency. It has been plunged into a virtual civil war 
and a factional strife far worse than the one that preceded the ousting of 
Mbeki. Malema hopes to be reinstated by the floor of the conference. So 
deep are the divisions in the ANC that another split along the lines of 
2007, which led to the emergence of Cope (Congress of the People), 
cannot be excluded. Whatever the outcome of the December conference, 
however, it will make no difference to the working class.  
 
As the entire conduct of the ANC leadership has shown since the 
massacre, the gulf between it and the masses is now unbridgeable. The 
Business Day editorial may have attacked Amcu. The real target, 
however, was not Amcu, which is a mere accidental phenomenon with no 
real alternative to offer the workers. As Lenin would have put it, Business 



Day was striking the bag to hit the donkey. Its target was the working 
class. The ANC has demonstrated that it shares with the capitalist class the 
same fear and loathing for the working class.  
 
The Democratic Socialist Movement (the CWI section in South Africa) 
has played an important role in the struggle of the Marikana miners, 
helping to set up the Rustenburg Workers and Communities Forum. The 
struggle for justice for the Marikana miners and the families of those 
killed and injured by the security forces is the top priority. The pressure 
has to be increased on the Lonmin company, the police and the political 
establishment. DSM members are proposing a Rustenburg general strike, 
to be followed by a national strike and march. International pressure by 
workers and activists must also be maximised. The enthusiastic response 
to the ideas of the DSM among workers indicates the great potential for 
the development of a mass workers’ party on a socialist programme, to 
defend the interests of working-class people in South Africa.  
www.socialistworld.net 
 
 

 

Cheap labour, cheap lives 

 

 

 

Contextualizing farm worker deaths in South Africa and Canada 
Chris Webb 21 September 2012 
 
Capitalist agriculture is in crisis, as it marginalizes and brutalizes millions 
of farm workers who produce our food. The horrible accidents that 
claimed lives of farm workers in South Africa and Canada are markers of 
this crisis. 
 
There is a passage from Olive Schreiner’s 1883 novel ‘The Story of An 
African Farm’ where she describes the isolated existence of the rural 
Karoo, with its “weird and almost oppressive beauty...the stone walled 
sheep kraals and kaffer huts.” This cursory and derogatory description of 
farm workers’ dwellings is perhaps the only time they feature in the book. 
Rather, labourers and their homes are considered part of the farm’s natural 
landscape and as such are rendered invisible and silent social actors. 
 
In present day South Africa the lives of farm workers, and the dangerous 
and oppressive working conditions they face, remain invisible to most. 
The only time they provoke public debate, or indeed any political action 
by the ruling African National Congress (ANC) and the opposition 
Democratic Alliance (DA) is in moments of extreme tragedy. 
 



The recent collision between a truck carrying farm workers and coal train 
in Mpumalanga is illustrative of this fact. Twenty-five workers were killed 
when the truck taking them to harvest oranges on a nearby citrus farm 
collided with a train and was dragged 200 meters down the track. The 
workers were transported on the back of an open truck, which, as anyone 
who has spent time in rural South Africa knows, is the most common 
means of transport for workers to and from the farms. Known as the 
bakkie brigade, this mode of transportation is a ubiquitous feature in rural 
areas during the harvesting season when many farmers employ labour 
brokers to source cheap labour from nearby localities, often informal 
settlements comprised of former farm workers. The South African Food 
and Allied Worker’s Union (FAWU) alleges that the truck was owned by 
a labour broker, which raises crucial questions of culpability between the 
broker, farm owner and driver in the transport of these workers. Many of 
these questions remain unresolved in South Africa’s labour legislation, 
which remains structured around a normative standard employment 
relation despite rapid increases in informal and third party employment. 
 
The transportation of farm workers over long distances is but one example 
of the changing nature of rural labour relations and the restructuring of 
capital accumulation in agriculture. In South Africa the introduction of 
legislation protecting farm workers after 1994 alongside tenure rights for 
farm dwellers has caused many commercial farmers to restructure their 
operations, relying increasingly on casual and temporary workers in order 
to avoid compliance with labour laws. The historic reliance of on-farm 
permanent workers to perform the bulk of agricultural labour is gradually 
being eroded as casuals, many of who are foreign migrants and women, 
work for a few months each year in the fields and pack houses. These 
changes have also been driven by post-apartheid economic reforms, 
including the deregulation of agricultural markets and adherence to WTO 
trade policies, which have consolidated ownership in the hands of fewer 
commercial farmers and exposed them to global markets. This is the 
context in which the Mpumalanga accident must be understood. Sadly, it 
is one that threatens to be repeated as agricultural production continues to 
rely on cheap and flexible labour trucked in under unsafe conditions by 
unscrupulous labour brokers.  
 
While historically different, neoliberal trade and labour market policies in 
North America have also caused Canadian farmers to change their labour 
recruitment strategies. Canada’s Seasonal Agricultural Workers Program, 
for example, imports farm labour from Mexico, Central America and the 
Caribbean to meet the demands of local farmers. Here the intermediary of 
the triangular employment relation is not the broker, but rather the state 
which sets the terms and conditions of the contract. Migrant workers are 
placed on farms for 3-8 months after which they must return home hoping 
to be rehired the following year. 



 
According to Justicia for Migrant Workers (J4MW), a migrant worker 
solidarity group based in Canada, “Migrant workers perform rigorous and 
often dangerous rural labour that few Canadians choose to do. Many 
workers are reluctant to stand up for their rights since employers find it 
easier to send workers home (at their own expense) instead of dealing 
with their serious concerns.” On top of low wages, no benefits, and no 
legal right to unionize, these workers face the constant threat of 
deportation if they speak out against their employer. It is within this 
context that we must understand the crash that six months ago killed 11 
farm workers, including nine migrants from Peru, near the Canadian town 
of Waterloo. Since the accident there has been no government 
investigation into the transportation and living conditions of migrant farm 
workers in Canada and fleeting media coverage. Like South Africa, 
migrant farm workers in Canada live in isolated rural areas, often housed 
directly on the farms, where they often experience severe discrimination 
and racism. 
 
Both of these accidents are the inevitable outcome of a system of 
production that treats farm workers as a cheap and ultimately disposable 
workforce. In North America the ravages of NAFTA on the Mexican 
economy and the structural adjustment of the Jamaican economy by the 
World Bank in the 1980s were acutely felt by the country’s poor and 
working classes. As a result of these policies, Canadian agrarian capital 
can rely on a steady stream of cheap migrant labour from the South. In its 
role as intermediary, the Canadian state will continue to prevent these 
workers from settling permanently in the country or gaining any 
organizing rights. This is not to suggest that Canadian workers are 
somehow immune from enforced labour flexibility. Indeed, there are clear 
trends toward increasingly precarious forms of work among domestic 
workers. Migrant workers however, are neoliberalism’s ideal workforce: 
shipped in to perform specific tasks without draining state resources and 
sent home when no longer needed.  
 
In the South African case, the surplus labour force of mostly unskilled 
workers was historically absorbed into mining and agriculture, but steep 
job losses in both of these sectors has meant escalating unemployment, 
which now stands at around 40 percent (70% of whom are between the 
ages of 17-25). South Africa embarked on a high-skill growth path after 
1994, which largely neglected the needs of poor and rural workers without 
access to education or training. Jobs that have been created for low and 
semi-skilled workers have tended to be low-paid and temporary. Rather 
than addressing the needs of these workers the ANC has pursued a limited 
deracialization strategy through Affirmative action measures, the most 
important being known as Black Economic Empowerment (BEE) which, 
as economists Jeremy Seekings and Nicoli Nattrass argue has benefitted 



full-time unionized workers while neglecting the needs of the 
unemployed—their conclusions however, that the selfish preferences of 
unions are to blame for low job growth, is highly questionable. This 
historically disadvantaged ‘underclass,’ as they call them, is without 
access to land capital or educational opportunities and forms of the bulk of 
temporary and casual farm labour. 
 
One of the most salient features if the new global division of labour is this 
increasing divide between a core of permanent employees, still protected 
by corporatist arrangements, and a fragmented and unorganized majority 
of informal and precarious workers. The Canadian state is furthering these 
divisions with changes to the Temporary Foreign Worker Program that 
will allow employers to pay migrant workers 15 percent less than the local 
minimum wage. The move has rightly been branded as a brazen attempt at 
dividing workers along national and racial lines and at creating a 
sub-category of more vulnerable and unprotected workers. 
 
Back in South Africa these same tensions are at play over a proposed 
government youth wage subsidy, which would see the state provide 
subsidies to employers who hire young people. With youth unemployment 
being staggeringly high the subsidy has been seized upon by the right 
wing opposition DA to attract the unemployed and youth vote while 
simultaneously branding trade unions as greedy and self-interested. In 
reality the subsidy is nothing more than an opportunity for business to 
replace unionized workers with cheaper and unorganized workers. In their 
rejection of the subsidy, the Unemployed People’s Movement have argued 
that, “Big business built its wealth on the back of a history of racist 
oppression that included land dispossession and the migrant labour 
system. The government should not be subsidizing them now. The 
government should be subsidizing the poor directly!” 
 
Yet the discursive, and entirely artificial, construction of an unemployed 
youth pitted against greedy unionized workers is a potent weapon in times 
of economic uncertainty. It also fits surprisingly well with mainstream 
developmental rhetoric, particularly the social capital school of thought 
trumpeted by the World Bank, that praises the entrepreneurialism and 
ingenuity of the poor and informal workers as the new productive subjects 
of post-fordist capitalism. In reality informality and precarious forms of 
work are, as South African labour scholar Franco Barchiesi notes, “new 
avenues for accumulation,” as workers incomes as a share of the national 
income declined from 55 percent in 1970 to 42 percent in 2007 while the 
share of company profits rose from 28 to 32 percent over the same period. 
The poor it seems are getting poorer. 
 
The main union federation COSATU has called for an outright ban on 
labour brokerage, labelling it a new form of slavery. Rhetoric aside, and 



the occasional stone throwing at DA marches, unions have done little to 
organize the most vulnerable workers in the economy. Farm workers in 
particular have the lowest unionization levels in the country and no major 
unions are actively organizing these workers. The call for a ban on labour 
brokers merely illustrates the ideological rifts apparent in the tripartite 
alliance rather than an effective strategy for organizing those who rely on 
labour brokers for their wages. The prospects for a ban seem increasingly 
unlikely given the fact that regulating brokers is already under discussion 
in parliament. As one COSATU official told me, the unions need to 
organize casual workers, but they just don’t know how to go about it. 
 
One possibility is the integration of social and community struggles over 
service delivery, healthcare and access to land with the combined demand 
for decent work. This would involve a reorientation of COSATU toward 
civil society organizations active in poor and rural areas, the possibilities 
of which are a constant source of discussion and debate. The struggle over 
land access is a particularly important one as the precarious livelihoods of 
rural workers could potentially be stabilized by secure access to land for 
small crop production. However, the state’s ineffective approach to land 
reform will only change through sustained political pressure, and at 
present no such movement exists to pose this challenge. 
 
Any campaign that demands decent employment for farm workers must 
also confront the concentrated and racialized ownership structure of South 
African agriculture and in doing so challenge the existing corporate food 
regime. As Walden Bello has argued, the turbulence that underlines the 
global food system — that resulted in riots and wide scale protests against 
the rise in food prices in 2008—is not merely due to speculation on 
commodity futures and investment in biofuels but is rather a far deeper 
crisis of capitalist agriculture. The accidents that claimed the lives of farm 
workers in South Africa and Canada are markers of this crisis, which 
marginalizes and brutalizes those millions of farm workers who produce 
our food. The challenge then is not only to ensure safe transportation for 
farm workers, but also to challenge the global agricultural system that 
prioritizes profits over nature and the lives of its workers. It is a challenge 
to make visible the hidden world behind grocery store shelves and for the 
workers themselves to occupy a long neglected political space. 
www.pambazuka.org 

BROUGHT TO YOU BY PAMBAZUKA NEWS  

 
 
Please do not take Pambazuka for granted! Become a Friend of 
Pambazuka and make a donation NOW to help keep Pambazuka FREE 
and INDEPENDENT! 
 



Chris Webb is a postgraduate student at York University, Toronto where 
he is researching labour restructuring in South African agriculture. His 
writing has appeared in Canadian Dimension, New Internationalist and 
Canada's History. 
 
This article was first published by Amandla. 
 
Please send comments to editor@pambazuka.org or comment online at 
Pambazuka News. 
 
 

 

The Innocence of Muslims 

 

 

 

Anti-Islam film: Christian and Islamic fundamentali sts leaning on 
each other  
Fred Weston 20 September 2012 
 
A cheap, crude, anti-Islamic film entitled The Innocence of Muslims, 
produced and promoted by reactionary Christian fundamentalists in the 
United States and posted on the internet in July, has led to demonstrations 
in many countries around the world, including attacks on US embassies 
and in the case of Libya to the killing of four US diplomats at the US 
Consulate in Benghazi. We look into why all this is happening. 
 
According to reports, the film originally had the title Desert Warriors and 
was not about Muhammad at all. Actors who had taken part in the film 
have claimed they were unaware of the fact that the film was about 
Muhammad, and that the storyline which transformed the film into the 
format in which it eventually appeared on the internet was the result of 
dubbing. The scripting was deliberately designed to be insulting to 
Muslims. 
 
Initially it was not even clear who was behind the film. The story being 
spread around the internet was that a certain “Sam Bacile” had made the 
film with finance provided “by over 100 Jewish donors”. The intention 
was clear: to give the impression that the film was an American/Jewish 
production and to provoke a backlash among Muslims around the world. 
 
Later the truth was revealed that Sam Bacile did not exist and that the real 
maker of the film was a convicted fraudster, Nakoula Bassely Nakoula, a 
Coptic Egyptian who has links to extreme right-wing evangelical 
associates in the USA, who also helped in the shooting of the film. Among 
these there was a certain Steve Klein, an ex-Marine who has been 



involved in training militiamen in California churches. Among his 
activities are also protests against abortion clinics, mosques in the United 
States and even against Mormon temples. 
 
The “film” was only screened once in Los Angeles, with a very small 
attendance. The notorious Florida-based “pastor” Terry Jones – who last 
year hit the headlines when he publicly burnt the Koran – tried to boost 
the film’s fortunes but with no success. In July the makers of the film 
posted it on You Tube, but hardly anyone noticed it. At this point that 
could well have been the end of the story and the film would have joined 
the many others like it and been forgotten. 
 
Clearly not happy at the lack of interest in their film, the makers then had 
it dubbed into Arabic and placed this version also on YouTube. Even then, 
in spite of the valiant efforts of these reactionary, right-wing bigots, the 
film was failing to make any impact. 
 
Then enters the scene a certain Sheikh Khaled Abdallah. Who is 
Abdallah? He is an Egyptian TV personality who runs a programme on 
the Islamist satellite-TV station al-Nas. He has been compared to 
America’s Glenn Beck who has run TV and radio shows that supposedly 
have defended “traditional American” and Christian fundamentalist 
values. Abdallah is no friend of the “Arab Spring” and according to some 
reports he is quoted as having described the courageous Egyptian youth 
that were the main protagonists of the Egyptian revolution that overthrew 
Mubarak, as “worthless kids”. And just like Glenn Beckin the USA, he is 
intent on fomenting conflict between Christians and Muslims. 
 
Having discovered the film, The Innocence of Muslims, on September 8, 
he broadcast an offensive clip from it in which the actor playing 
Muhammad calls a donkey "the first Muslim animal." It was after this that 
the whole thing snowballed. Abdallah clearly understands the old Roman 
method of “Divide and Rule”. He pays particular attention to fomenting 
hatred for the Egyptian Coptic Christians, who make up about ten per cent 
of the population. 
 
Let us recall that during the most intense and massive mobilisations 
against the Mubarak regime, ordinary working Copts and Muslims in 
Egypt joined hands in a united struggle. In this we saw the potential for 
working class unity, which was expressed on more than one occasion. 
After Mubarak fell, the old regime in the clothes of the military organised 
provocations aimed at breaking the unity that had been forged in the 
revolution, by organising tit-for-tat attacks between Christians and 
Muslims. Abdallah’s TV show is part of this ongoing attempt to divide the 
workers and youth of Egypt along religious lines. He concentrates much 
of his attention on Egypt's Coptic Christians. 



 
The broadcasting of the infamous clip on Abdallah’s show is what 
attracted a wide viewing, especially among the Salafists, the Islamic 
fundamentalist movement that is the second largest grouping in the 
Egyptian parliament. Up until then small groups of organised Salafists had 
been trying to build up a protest movement with regular rallies outside the 
US embassy in Cairo, but with little success. Then Abdallah came to their 
rescue, whipping up anti-American feelings with the aid of the now 
infamous film. 
 
The protest in Cairo was followed by the events in Benghazi where four 
US diplomats were killed, and from there the protest spread to 
Bangladesh, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Iraq, Morocco, Indonesia and other 
countries. The media in the West then picked up on this to paint a picture 
of an “Islamic world” dominated by reactionary, extremist 
fundamentalists. 
 
The truth is that the numbers actually taking part in the protests were quite 
small. In Tehran for example, no more than 500 took part in protests 
chanting “Death to America”; in Lebanon no more than 200 people took 
to the streets; in Jerusalem around 300 protested; in Morocco the reports 
indicate that “hundreds of Salafists burned US flags”. The biggest 
reported demonstration was in Jordan, where it was claimed 2000 turned 
out. According to Al Jazeera the total number of people across the whole 
of the Middle East and beyond that came out to protest last Friday after 
prayers was around 5,000. This is in no way a “mass movement” of 
reaction. It is in fact very small and is actually being hyped up by the 
world media to look far bigger than it really is. 
 
If we compare these numbers to those participating in what has become 
known as the “Arab Spring”, i.e. the revolutions in Tunisia and Egypt and 
in other countries, then we get a much truer picture of the real balance of 
forces on the ground. And while much media coverage is given to the 
protests organised by the fundamentalists, very little is said for example of 
the protests in Libya of ordinary people coming out against the 
fundamentalists! 
 
However, having said that, one also has to register the fact that there is a 
genuine anti-imperialist mood among the masses in the Middle East and 
beyond. Let us not forget that US imperialism for decades backed, 
financially and militarily all those rotten regimes that for years oppressed 
ordinary working people. To this day they are still backing regimes such 
as the one in Saudi Arabia. They conveniently turned a blind eye when 
Saudi military forces went into Bahrain to suppress the revolution there. 
They have been manoeuvring behind the scenes to sow confusion among 
the masses and to promote reactionary forces, such as the Muslim 



Brotherhood in Egypt and in other countries. The US ruling class is no 
friend of the working masses of the Middle East. 
 
All this also explains why anti-American sentiments are so easily 
promoted by reactionary individuals such as Sheikh Khaled Abdallah. 
Unfortunately, a healthy anti-imperialism is then diverted along 
reactionary lines. This is possible because there is no mass workers’ party 
in Egypt that is capable of uniting the working masses on class issues. In 
such a vacuum the reactionary elements find room to manoeuvre. 
 
Hiding behind their false anti-imperialist demagogy, the fundamentalists 
promote their own reactionary agenda. Let us not forget that Islamic 
fundamentalism has been promoted, financed and exploited by US 
imperialism many times in the past when it suited its interests. When the 
US were trying to overthrow the pro-Soviet regime in Afghanistan – a 
product of the 1978 Saur Revolution – they had no qualms about 
supporting some of the most reactionary, backward elements within the 
country, that were to become known as the Taliban. 
 
The fact is that the Islamic fundamentalists exploit what is a genuine 
anti-imperialist feeling among the masses, but they do so to divert it along 
completely reactionary lines. Long ago, Lenin could see this danger. In 
the Draft Theses on National and Colonial Questions for The Second 
Congress of The Communist International, he wrote the following: 
 
“With regard to the more backward states and nations, in which feudal or 
patriarchal and patriarchal-peasant relations predominate, it is particularly 
important to bear in mind: 
 
“first, that all Communist parties must assist the bourgeois-democratic 
liberation movement in these countries, and that the duty of rendering the 
most active assistance rests primarily with the workers of the country the 
backward nation is colonially or financially dependent on; 
 
“second, the need for a struggle against the clergy and other influential 
reactionary and medieval elements in backward countries; 
 
“third, the need to combat Pan-Islamism and similar trends, which strive 
to combine the liberation movement against European and American 
imperialism with an attempt to strengthen the positions of the khans, 
landowners, mullahs, etc.” 
 
Today, unfortunately, there are people on the left who have forgotten – or 
have never understood – the basic position of Marxism in relation to the 
reactionary Islamic clergy. It is clear that the most reactionary elements 
within the Islamic clergy have played an important role in attempting to 



whip up a hysterical reaction, using this latest provocation on the part of 
extreme right-wing reactionary Christian fundamentalists in the United 
States. This clergy is not genuinely anti-imperialist, but uses the real anger 
of the masses to push forward its own agenda, one which is designed to 
undermine the revolutions that have erupted in the Middle East and North 
Africa! 
 
According to reports from Egypt, the organizers of these protests have 
been mainly reactionary Salafist groups. However, the Muslim 
Brotherhood, for fear of being outflanked by the Salafists, have also called 
for demonstrations. Both the Salafists and the Muslim Brotherhood are 
working to undermine the Egyptian revolution, and what better way to 
achieve that than by dividing the workers of Egypt along religious lines. 
The lack of any significant change in the lives of ordinary workers and 
youth in Egypt since the fall of Mubarak has also led to some tiredness 
and disillusionment among the masses who took part in the revolution. In 
such circumstances protests of a few hundred, or at most a few thousand, 
of the kind we are witnessing in these past few days can appear far more 
important than they really are. What they are trying to do is to to cut 
across class struggle in the country, defeat the workers and push the 
country to the right. The task of Marxists is to expose all this and 
emphasise the need for workers’ unity. 
 
What has to be highlighted is that the Christian fundamentalists, and the 
reactionary right wing in general, in the United States and the Islamic 
fundamentalists in those countries where Islam is the dominant religion 
actually lean on each other and use each other. The provocations, such as 
this recent one, organised by reactionaries in the USA provide 
fundamentalists in countries like Egypt with ammunition with which to 
whip up the anti-US sentiment. This reaction in turn is used by the 
right-wing Christian fundamentalists in the USA to portray a picture of an 
American-hating “Muslim world”. Both aim to divide workers; both are 
working against the Arab revolution; both are enemies of workers in all 
countries. 
 
In moments like these it is easy to be taken in by all this media hype. Its 
purpose is to distract attention from what is really going on. The crisis of 
world capitalism expressed itself in the Arab world with the Tunisian and 
then the Egyptian revolutions. These inspired the workers and youth of the 
world. In the United States during mass protests such as that in Wisconsin 
in early 2011 we saw how the American workers identified with the mass 
protests of the Egyptian workers. There was even the slogan “Fight like an 
Egyptian”. Later the mass #Occupy movement in the United States 
inspired workers and youth around the globe, including in the Arab world. 
 
In spite of all their crude attempts, the reactionary right-wing in the USA 



and their counterparts in the Arab world will not succeed in their 
manoeuvres. The crisis of capitalism is relentless. Life for working people 
in all countries is becoming ever more unbearable. And everywhere the 
class struggle keeps surfacing. We saw it in Cairo, we saw it in 
Wisconsin, then New York, then in Athens. At present we are seeing it in 
a big way in Spain and Portugal. It is spreading everywhere. 
 
That is why we can expect more crude attempts to whip up national 
chauvinist and religious sentiments. But whatever they come up with, they 
cannot hide the fact that the capitalist system globally has failed. Because 
it is taking away from workers everywhere all the hard fought for gains of 
the past, this system is doomed. Class struggle on a global scale is what is 
being prepared, and that is what terrifies the ruling classes of all countries. 
The final words of the Communist Manifesto, “The proletarians have 
nothing to lose but their chains. They have a world to win. Working 
Men of All Countries, Unite!”  have never rung truer. 
www.marxist.com 
 
 

 

Wave of protests against the PA in the West Bank  

 

 

 

Frederik Ohsten 19 September 2012 
 
Last week, a massive wave of protests rocked the Occupied West Bank. 
This time, the protests were not aimed at Israeli oppression, but against 
the corrupt leaders of the Palestinian Authority. 
 
Over the coming week, government employees union will undertake strike 
action in the West Bank. On Tuesday, all workers will leave their offices 
at 2pm and on Thursday employees will stop working at 1pm. A meeting 
will be held on September 23 to discuss further potential strike action, 
head of the government employees union Bassam Zakarneh told Maan 
News Agency. 
 
On Sunday, September 16, the union of Palestinian teachers also 
announced that classes in West Bank schools will be suspended after the 
third lesson on Monday [today]. 
 
This comes after a week of mass protests and a wave of strikes that forced 
the Palestinian Authority (PA) to make some concessions to the workers, 
including a law setting a minimum wage for workers in both the public 
and private sectors. The protests started in Ramallah and have spread to all 
areas of the West Bank. 



 
Financial crisis 
The protests have been fuelled by rising prices and an intolerable level of 
unemployment. According to the World Bank, unemployment in the West 
Bank stands at 21 percent. The real figure, however, is much higher. 
 
The target of the anger is the leaders of the PA and especially Prime 
Minister Salam Fayyad. The protestors are angered about the high cost of 
living and the inability of the PA to pay its workers their full salaries on 
time. The financial crisis facing the PA is the worst since its inception and 
is especially due to a dip in the donor funding that makes up a huge part of 
the Palestinian economy. 
 
Last Monday, the transport unions staged a “general strike” to protest the 
rising petrol prices. Angry protestors set light to tyres across the occupied 
territory. There were no public buses, minibuses or taxis in operation. The 
streets were emptied. In Hebron, protestors used heavy boulders to block 
the streets. In Bethlehem, trucks were parked across roads leading to the 
town centre. Similar scenes were seen in Nablus. At the important 
Qalandia checkpoint between Ramallah and Jerusalem, groups of bus and 
taxi drivers were on patrol to stop strike breakers. 
 
Concessions 
The protestors are demanding that Fayyad resigns as Prime Minister. For 
the masses of Palestinians, Mr. Fayyad has become a symbol of 
everything that is wrong with the PA: blatant corruption, a friendly 
approach to Israeli imperialism and servility to the imperialist institutions 
such as the IMF, where Mr. Fayyad used to represent the PA. Over the 
years, the PA has carried out directives from the IMF and the Wold Bank, 
raising prices for basic commodities and increasing regressive taxes. 
 
Even though that the public transport union suspended its strike action on 
Thursday – due to negotiations with the PA – other unions have continued 
the strikes and protests. 
 
On Tuesday, September 11, the cabinet announced a series of economic 
concessions, but most of the factions and leaders said that the measures 
were insufficient. This weekend more protests took place. The 
concessions are, however, a clear sign of weakness on the part of the 
corrupt clique around Mr. Fayyad. 
 
The protests have been linked with anger at the Oslo Accords and the 
so-called “peace process”, including the Paris economic convention that 
reaffirms Israel’s control over the Palestinian economy. 
 
The PA = Policing the Arabs 



Since the inception of the PA, this institution has failed in everything. 
None of the promises of the past have been delivered. The Palestinians 
have no more freedom than they had before. They are robbed of any 
dignity. The PA is unable to deliver even basic jobs and economic growth. 
Its sole “justification” lies in the fact that it acts as a policeman for Israeli 
imperialism and thus is enabling the occupation. 
 
The Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) has supported 
the protests. They have correctly pointed out that the protests must be 
linked to confronting the Israeli occupation and the economic foundations 
of the so-called market economy. In themselves, such slogans are a step 
forward, but if we consider the situation as it stands today, they actually 
lag behind the mass movement. Protestors have already marched in their 
thousands to demand the resignation of Fayyad and the annulment of the 
Oslo Accords. The PFLP should offer a way forward instead of just 
stating its agreement with the slogans on the street. 
 
Back to Lenin 
The current PFLP leadership, although supporting the mass movement of 
the Palestinians, has unfortunately been remarkably silent about the mass 
social protests in Israel in recent months. It is true that some of the 
so-called “moderate” leaders of these protests have behaved scandalously 
(such as excluding Arab speakers and so on) in order to appease so-called 
Israeli “public opinion”. But this is absolutely no excuse for not trying to 
link the social protests among Palestinians with the social protests among 
Israelis. 
 
Protests on both sides of the divide offer an opportunity to point out the 
common class interests of Jewish and Arab workers, and can serve as an 
instrument in beginning to break down the grip of Zionism over Israeli 
society. Dividing Israeli society along class lines is the only way of 
weakening Zionism and thus strengthening the cause of the Palestinians. 
 
The miserable conditions that the Palestinian masses are suffering are 
themselves proof of the bankruptcy of the “Oslo road”. The PA’s 
experiment of capitalist diplomacy has failed utterly to achieve any 
meaningful progress for the Palestinian people. The present protests 
highlight the fact that there are class differences among the Palestinian 
people, as the protests inside Israel also highlight the class divide among 
Israelis. 
 
The “moderate” leaders of the Palestinians have refused to raise the class 
issues and have limited themselves to begging for crumbs from the Israeli 
ruling class. These same leaders have always tried to portray socialist 
internationalism (i.e. a revolutionary alliance across national boundaries) 
as utopian. But who are the real utopians today: the “Osloists” or the 



genuine socialists who defend the idea of workers’ internationalism? The 
present-day Palestinian leaders have tried to go forward on the road of 
capitalism, and they have utterly failed. Marxists, on the other hand, argue 
for the unity of the workers across national boundaries. The protests 
within the PA and within Israel both stem from the present world crisis of 
capitalism. In this situation there is the potential to build workers’ unity, 
but for this to become real what is required is a genuine socialist 
programme that can answer the needs of all workers, both Israeli and 
Palestinian. 
 
The Palestinian people have marvellous revolutionary and Communist 
traditions. The Palestinian workers and youth of today must turn their 
backs on out-dated nationalism and fruitless “moderation” proposed by 
their leaders, and instead turn to the revolutionary internationalism of 
Lenin. That is the only way to defeat the Zionist state and at the same time 
put an end to the corrupt, degenerate monster of the PA. 
www.marxist.com 
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Liberating Ourselves From Debt Slavery 
Jérôme E. Roos 18 September 2012 
 
A little over a year ago, my friend Pedro and I were sitting behind our 
laptops in the makeshift multimedia center at Syntagma Square in Athens. 
As volunteers in the Take The Square collective (the international 
brigades of the Spanish indignados), we had already been involved for 
several months in the transnational effort to build bridges between the 
various movements throughout Europe, putting key organizers in touch 
with one another, mobilizing an army of translators, reporting on 
important news and events, helping to coordinate international actions, 
and translating strategic documents of the 15-M movement into dozens of 
languages and disseminating them across Europe. 
 
We were already actively in touch with movements in Spain, Greece, 
Portugal, France, Italy, Germany, the UK, Belgium and the Netherlands, 
when suddenly we received an email from the United States. It was Micah 
White, co-editor of the widely-disseminated Canadian anti-consumerist 
magazine Adbusters. Something big was about to happen, Micah told us: 
Adbusters was about to launch the call for a Tahrir-style occupation of 
Wall Street and was looking for documents, information and experiences 
that could help with the complex promotion and organization of such a 
radical direct action. As we were just in the process of launching 
HowToOccupy.org, Take The Square was in a unique position to share 



some of the key experiences of the Spanish and Greek movements with 
the aspiring occupiers of New York — and beyond. 
 
While my friend Pedro jumped on the news like a lion, sensing a historical 
opportunity to contribute in a humble way to the occupation of the very 
heartland of globalized finance capital, I have to admit I had my 
reservations. Maybe it was my Dutch soberness, maybe a misplaced 
movements-related sense of “eurocentrism”, but for some reason I just felt 
the Americans wouldn’t be able to pull off what the Spanish and Greeks 
had just pulled off before them. First of all, I felt that the most important 
mobilizing factors behind the Spanish and Greek protests (a massive debt 
crisis coupled with draconian austerity measures and unprecedented levels 
of youth unemployment) simply weren’t that clearly present in the United 
States. Secondly, I told Pedro with full conviction, apart from a few small 
pockets of resistance like Oakland, the cultural hegemony of capitalist 
ideology in the US would simply render large-scale anti-capitalist action 
most unlikely. Thirdly, and most importantly, I feared, the NYPD — 
which had long since been bought and sold by the powerful Wall Street 
banks — would never allow the occupation of the most iconic site of 
American capitalism. Police repression would simply make an 
indignados-style camp impossible. 
 
Debt, Indignation and the New Class Consciousness  
Thankfully, my skepticism turned out to be almost entirely unfounded. 
First of all, the mobilizing factor of indebtedness appeared to be just as 
pressing in the US as it was in Europe, where popular indignation about 
millions of home foreclosures, multi-trillion dollar bank bailouts, 
sky-rocketing student debt, stagnant wages, and the total subversion of 
democracy by powerful corporate interests quietly drove millions of 
Americans to the brink of despair. As David Graeber — the 
anthropologist, activist and author of Debt: The First 5,000 Years – just 
wrote in an article for The Nation: 
 
When we were organizing the Wall Street occupation in August of 2011, 
we really didn’t have any clear idea who, if anyone, would actually show 
up. But almost immediately we noticed a pattern. The overwhelming 
majority of Occupiers were, in one way or another, refugees of the 
American debt system. At first, that meant student debt: the typical 
complaint was “I worked hard and played by the rules, and now I can’t 
find a job to pay my student loans—while the financial criminals who 
trashed the economy got themselves bailed out.” 
 
This complaint was not very different from the indignation that 
underpinned the mass protests in Spain and Greece. As in Europe, 
indebtedness provided the basis for the emergence of a new class 
consciousness. After decades of having been told that “there was no 



alternative” to the massive neoliberal push for privatization, liberalization 
and deregulation — and actually being convinced by the vacuous 
argument that a rising tide would “lift all boats” and that the accumulating 
wealth of Wall Street would at some point “trickle down” — the people 
began to realize that something was amiss. With household debt as a share 
of GDP more than quadrupling over the course of the last half century, the 
subprime mortgage crisis and subsequent Wall Street meltdown of 
2007-’08 finally brought home the realization that the “rising tide” and 
“trickling-down” was actually a deluge of debt; and that the lifeboats of 
social security and public services had long since been sold to “balance 
the budget” (or, rather, to finance an imperialist drive in the Middle East 
and Central Asia). 
 
In the process, the American Dream — and the corrollary belief that 
everyone in the US belongs to the “middle class” — was brutally 
uprooted. The idea that “you are what you make of yourself” began to ring 
increasingly hollow as a landed aristocracy of financiers, CEOs and 
lawyer-politicians gradually began to take away the last-remaining 
opportunities of “middle class” Americans. Those who had lived the 
American Dream through a subprime mortgage on their dream house soon 
realized that the interest payments were extortionary and unaffordable. 
Those who had lived the American Dream through military service abroad 
soon realized that they had fought an imperialist war in some godforsaken 
corner of the planet, allegedly to spread democracy and protect the 
freedom of their fellow citizens, only to return home and find their houses 
and their democracy foreclosed upon by Wall Street. Those who had lived 
the American Dream through college loans soon realized that the dream 
jobs they had been promised upon graduation were no longer around — 
and that their student debt effectively enslaved them to a horribly 
underpaying job far below their actual skill levels. 
 
A friend of mine in Seattle, who holds double major in political science 
and international law and who speaks fluent Italian and Japanese, literally 
ended up flipping burgers to repay his student loan. He had to postpone 
marrying his high school sweetheart for many years just because they 
couldn’t afford the wedding or a place of their own. He was the lucky one: 
at least he had a job and a girl! Another friend, an extremely smart young 
woman who did student exchanges to two renowned foreign universities 
and received a partial scholarship for a PhD in Philosophy at the New 
School in New York, suddenly saw her partial scholarship being revoked 
as the crisis struck. Meanwhile, her college loan and the additional loan 
she took out for the first year of postgrad still had to be paid, so she ended 
up dancing in a men’s club to be able to pay her bills and service her debt. 
Waiting tables simply didn’t make enough money, and the bank was 
threatening to seize her mother’s assets (including her trailer home) in 
compensation for her looming default, so she had no other choice. This 



extreme case highlights the fact that the profound injustice of today’s 
“debt crisis” (which is in reality just an elaborate state-enforced wealth 
extraction campaign to ensure full repayment for powerful creditors) is 
not far from the system of debt peonage that predominated in ancient 
Greece or Mesopotamia. 
 
So “what was remarkable,” about Occupy Wall Street, Graeber points out 
in The Nation, “wasn’t so much the fact that the camp began to fill with so 
many debt refugees, but how much of their plea resonated across the 
political spectrum.” Indeed, the movement’s slogan — “We Are the 
99%“, itself a stroke of genius from Graeber and a small group of 
co-organizers — helped to radically re-draw the class lines in American 
society. Whereas previously virtually everyone had considered themselves 
part of the “middle class”, and popular anger had been turned mostly 
against upper-middle class Liberals and members of the so-called 
“creative class”, the 99% slogan helped to pinpoint the exact nature of the 
problem: a tiny elite of creditors was living parasitically off the vast 
majority of Americans. And financialized capitalism, dependent as it is on 
the debt-based model of consumerism, simply couldn’t survive without 
the active participation of the state in a process of wealth extraction from 
the productive classes — the 99%. Blue collar or white collar; student or 
pensioner; black, white, Latino or Asian — it no longer mattered what 
side of the divide you were on: as long as you were dependent on 
someone else to pay you these increasingly shittier wages (and on the 
bank to help supplement those shitty stagnant wages with additional 
loans), you were the 99%. As Graeber put it, “Something clearly had 
changed. We had come to see ourselves as members of the same indebted 
class.” 
 
The Delegitimization of Democratic Institutions 
In addition to underestimating the immense popular indignation about 
debt, I had completely misjudged the widespread disillusionment in the 
US with the established avenues of political action. The Obama election 
campaign had managed to mobilize millions of young liberals in a kind of 
quasi-grassroots campaign that, on a superficial level, presented itself like 
an electoral insurrection of the American Left against eight dark years of 
neoconservatism under Bush. Obama’s election campaign, replete with its 
“Hope” poster in the Soviet tradition of Socialist Realism, almost made it 
look like America had just elected its most left-wing President ever. 
Obviously, nothing could be further from the truth. But the sheer depth of 
the sense of disappointment with this fact had taken me by surprise. The 
hegemony was already crumbling. 
 
The fact that Obama hadn’t just failed to take on the powerful interests of 
Wall Street but was actively catering towards them quietly radicalized a 
generation of Americans. If even Obama, the candidate of hope and 



change, couldn’t put an end to corruption and corporate collusion in 
Washington, what hope was there for the “democratic” system? Obama’s 
“no strings attached” bailout of Wall Street was simply the last straw in a 
process of delegitimation spanning over three decades — from the 
dramatic deregulation of Wall Street under Reagan’s first neoliberal 
government to Wall Street poster boys Robert Rubin and Larry Summers 
and the abolition of the Glass-Steagal Act under Clinton; and from the 
gargantuan Wall Street bailout of former Goldman Sachs CEO and 
Treasury Secretary Hank Paulson under Bush Jr, to the return of Larry 
Summers in the Obama administration and the President’s slavish 
signature under the farcical Dodd-Frank bill, which clearly failed to solve 
any of the massive underlying problems facing the country. To those still 
in doubt, Obama’s presidency made it absolutely unmistakable that US 
“democracy” was no longer a polarized two-party system; the country had 
long since degraded into a one-party state ruled by what David Harvey has 
called the Party of Wall Street. 
 
This final delegitimization of the democratic capitalist system helped push 
countless disillusioned Liberals into the arms of the Radical Left. Rather 
than helping to reinforce the cultural hegemony of Wall Street ideology, 
Obama’s failure to regulate the financial sector actually completely 
undermined this hegemony. Luckily, a committed core of activists with 
experience in the Global Justice Movement was ready to seize on the 
historical opportunity. With the images of Tahrir Square still very vivid in 
the popular imagination; with the guiding principles of anarchism and its 
focus on leaderless direct action and horizontal decision-making firmly 
estalished as the political culture of the nascent movement; and with the 
concrete lessons learned from the Spanish indignados and their 
months-long occupations in over 60 cities across Spain, Adbusters’ 
dramatic call-to-action landed on fertile ground. 
 
Police Violence as the Naked Essence of Capitalist Democracy 
So when thousands of outraged Americans marched on Wall Street on 
September 17, 2011, the capitalist state (in this case embodied by the 
NYPD) suddenly found itself in a bind: now that the near-total hegemony 
of neoliberal ideology was suddenly being contested by an overwhelming 
mass of peaceful protesters, how could “order” and “control” be secured? 
Just as I had feared, the state immediately resorted back to physical force 
and tried to brutally repress the protests through mass arrests and 
unwarranted police violence against peaceful protesters. As Antonio 
Gramsci — the Italian philosopher and Marxist revolutionary who came 
up with the influential idea of hegemony — already pointed out in one of 
Mussolini’s prisons in the 1930s, the power of the capitalist state closely 
mirrors that of Machiavelli’s image of the centaur: half man, half animal. 
The ruling class will generally seek to maintain its position of dominance 
through the human capacity to build consent among different groups in 



civil society; but when this hegemonic strategy fails, it can always fall 
back on the more animalistic impulse to maintain its dominance through 
physical coercion. 
 
Completely contrary to what I had imagined, though, this state coercion 
— in the form of a dramatically exaggerated police response — rather 
than pacifying the movement, actually reinvigorated it. Of course I knew 
that movements tend to benefit from police brutality, both from a moral 
and a mediatic point of view. As I already pointed out in numerous 
previous pieces about the crackdown on anti-austerity protesters in Athens 
and Barcelona, police violence captures the headlines, thereby helping to 
spread awareness about the protests and portraying protesters in the 
benevolent position of the “underdog” (even though many mainstream 
media outlets still somehow manage to spin police violence against 
peaceful protesters). But there is something more profound at play here. 
What the heavy-handed police response made clear to Americans was that 
the state — even our “advanced” and “democratic” one — ultimately rests 
upon an institutionalized system of violence. As Max Weber pointed out 
long ago, the state, at rock bottom, is simply a “monopoly on the 
legitimate use of physical force” (which is precisely why the state is so 
crucial to the wealth extraction campaign of the banks, which rely on 
police assistance during foreclosures, for example). When popular consent 
on the legitimacy of the ruling classes suddenly disappears, even a 
democratic state is forced to fall back onto its dictatorial foundations. The 
first great achievement of OWS was therefore to bring to light the 
physical violence at the heart of capitalist democracy. 
 
The brutal and utterly unjustifiable crackdown on these peaceful protesters 
therefore greatly boosted the movement’s potential. The rapid online 
dissemination of videos displaying police violence helped draw in 
supporters and sympathizers from across the political spectrum. In order 
to protect Wall Street bankers from the reputational embarrassment of 
having to directly face thousands of peaceful protesters in front of their 
doorsteps every morning, the state was apparently willing to suspend the 
First Amendment right to freedom of speech. The 700+ arrests on 
Brooklyn Bridge; the brutal police assault on Occupy Oakland (and the 
near-lethal wounding of Iraq veteran Scott Olson); the pepper-spray 
“incident” at UC Irvine — each and every single one of these iconic 
events helped to firmly dislodge the hegemonic idea of the US as a truly 
democratic state in the eyes of its citizens, replacing it with a critical 
consciousness of the profoundly violent underpinnings of what is, in 
effect, the world’s most powerful bankocracy. 
 
From Peak to Decline: Did the Movement Die? 
On September 17, 2011, we were watching the livestream from New York 
with several members of the Take The Square collective in a temporary 



activist headquarters in a Parisian squat. The indignados’ march from 
Madrid to Brussels was just arriving in the French capital, and we were 
there to welcome them and paralyze the city in a global day of action 
against the banks. Along with images from Madrid, Barcelona, London, 
Berlin and Tel Aviv, we were able to follow the occupation of Zuccotti 
Park being beamed live onto the wall. It was an exhilarating experience. It 
felt as if the very Earth upon which we stood was trembling. And this was 
only just the beginning. A month later, on October 15, millions of people 
took to the streets of almost 1,000 cities in over 80 countries in a global 
day of action called for by Spanish indignados and coordinated partly by 
Take The Square through the United for Global Change platform. 
 
In the month between September 17 and October 15, the Occupy 
movement had already spread to countless American cities — but the 
actions of #15O helped the movement go global. Cities and countries that 
had previously seemed impervious to the “virus” of popular protest 
emanating from the Arab Spring and debt-stricken Southern Europe 
suddenly caught fire. In London, Paris, Berlin, Amsterdam, Buenos Aires, 
Sao Paulo, Cape Town, Melbourne, and even Tokyo, Hong Kong and 
Kuala Lumpur, hundreds of impromptu protest camps suddenly sprang 
into existence. Across the world, the horizontal and consensus-based 
model of decision-making suddenly took hold in a bout of spontaneous 
self-organization that rapidly politicized and conscientized an entire 
generation of previously apolitical, apathetic or unaligned citizens. In the 
protest camps, a new modality of social life briefly came into being, based 
on direct democracy, direct action and mutual aid. And from Oakland to 
Wellington, the mainstream media suddenly started talking about the 
devastating impact of debt on the lives of ordinary, hard-working citizens 
— and the corrupting impact of the financial sector on the functioning of 
our democracies. 
 
But then, as late summer finally turned to fall, the global Occupy 
movement suddenly seemed to disappear almost as fast as it had risen to 
prominence. Pundits were quick to point the finger and call the verdict: by 
late November, the consensus in the US and international media was that 
the Occupy movement had died a quiet death. Protest camps were 
forcefully evicted across the world — and no one apart from a handful of 
campers truly seemed to care enough to mobilize against these evictions. 
At the peak of the protests in Puerta del Sol, a sign on a wall read that “the 
worst thing that could possibly happen would be a return to normal”. 
Those passing by Zuccotti Park in New York, City Hall Plaza in Oakland, 
or St Paul’s Cathedral in London today could be forgiven for thinking that 
that is exactly what happened. A year after the spectacular siege of the 
global Wall Street empire, the world appears to have returned to normal. 
We failed to have the debt cancelled. We failed to defeat the modern 
bankocracy. We didn’t even manage to realize Adbusters’ reformist call 



for a Robin Hood Tax. Was the entire Occupy movement really just an 
elaborate anti-capitalist flashmob? Where the hell did we go wrong? 
 
Occupy as a Victim of its Own Success 
The unexpected answer, perhaps, is that the question itself is wrong. 
Instead of “failing” as a movement, Occupy actually became a victim of 
the unrealistic expectations generated by its own immense success. 
Indeed, it was largely its incredible achievement of completely 
transforming the popular discourse on debt, finance and politics — in the 
timespan of just a few weeks! — that somehow led to the belief that the 
movement would continue indefinitely with its massive waves of popular 
mobilization. But at some point even the most spectacular actions become 
“normalized” in the eyes of the public, and the corporate media gradually 
return to their daily routine of reporting on absolute nonsense. The 
moment fall kicked in and the camps dwindled, the movement 
disappeared from public view (something that was invariably bound to 
happen at some point anyway). The pundits immediately took this as an 
admission of defeat. 
 
While such a superficial analysis was to be expected from right-wing and 
centrist media outlets like Fox News and the New York Times, the 
surprising part is that it was taken up by some of the early supporters of 
the movement — including the Slovenian philosopher Slavoj Zizek. In the 
conclusion to his latest book, The Year of Dreaming Dangerously, Zizek 
concludes that “OWS is losing momentum to such an extent that, in a nice 
case of the ‘cunning of reason,’ the police cleansing of Zuchotti Park and 
other sites of the OWS protests cannot but appear as a blessing in 
disguise.” But what did these skeptics and pessimists expect? A 
permanent encampment in Zuccotti Park? The overthrow of capitalism as 
such? The emergence of a proto-Leninist vanguard party? The problem 
with these kind of vacuous statements about the “failure” or “death” of 
Occupy is that their metrics of success are entirely unspecified. Leaving 
asideAdbusters‘ somewhat naive and reformist call for a Robin Hood tax, 
the NY General Assembly deliberately decided not to formulate any 
demands, precisely because it does not recognize the legitimacy of those 
in power. 
 
This extra-parliamentary, post-statist approach to activism turned out to be 
much more effective than anyone following the movement from its very 
inception — myself included — had dared to dream. Yet it widened the 
schism between mainstream commentators (including Zizek) and the 
movement. Those who relied solely upon the corporate media for their 
information on the movement were fed the standard diet of confusion, 
denigration and belittlement so endemic to the pedantic tone but 
ultimately ill-informed discourse of contemporary journalism. “What do 
they want?” and “What are their alternatives?” were some of the most 



annoying questions asked by these mainstream commentators. Wasn’t it 
obvious to anyone willing to see what we wanted? We want an end to all 
the brutalities of debt-based financialized capitalism and its attendant 
corruption of the political process — and we are building the alternative 
right in front of your fucking eyes! 
 
Creating Alternative Pathways of Political Engagement 
From the very beginning, the point of Occupy was to create alternative 
pathways of political engagement. The occupation of public spaces was 
first of all an experiment: an experiment in new forms of collective 
decision-making and leaderless self-organization. In this respect, it would 
be absurd to claim that mobilizing millions of people around the world in 
a timespan of just a few weeks — without any centralized form of 
authority coordinating these actions — somehow constitutes a “failure”, 
just because that incredible mobilization wasn’t sustained indefinitely. 
The moon landing wasn’t a failure just because we refused to set up a 
permanent lunar base. Similarly, Occupy wasn’t a failure just because we 
refused to set up permanent encampments everywhere. 
 
Secondly, the popular assemblies that were held in a thousand squares 
across the world served as a crucial lesson for the hundreds of thousands 
of people who participated in them. We should never underestimate how 
the Occupy movement radicalized an entire generation of concerned 
citizens across the US and around the world. Countless people were 
exposed for the first time in their lives to a genuine post-capitalist Utopia: 
a mini-society which radically re-constituted the norms, values and rules 
of social interaction and collective decision-making. Most people who 
participated in those efforts continue to carry this lesson with them in their 
everyday lives and actions. As Manolis Glezos, the 89-year-old Greek 
WWII resistance hero and anti-austerity campaigner told us in an 
interview in Greece earlier this year, “the occupation of Syntagma Square 
in Athens was a lesson in direct democracy — and that lesson has now 
gone beyond us and spread to the neighborhoods around Greece.” 
 
Thirdly, it would be preposterous to claim that we have somehow 
“returned to normal”. The movement has left things: it has created an 
immense global network of activists and an elaborate system of 
communication that lives on through countless citizen-run initiatives. The 
sudden surge of Occupy-related Facebook pages, Twitter accounts, blogs, 
magazines and journals has managed to create a vast array of alternative 
sources of news and analysis outside of the purvey of the corporate media. 
Just consider ROAR: prior to the Occupy movement, we had a few 
hundred followers at most. It is almost entirely due to the success of the 
movement that a website like this now continues to attract a global 
readership, in the process providing a platform for young writers from 
Brazil to Japan to share their critical reflections on the crisis of global 



capitalism and provide alternative ideas for the future of the movement. 
Similarly, former Occupiers continue to be active in neighborhood 
assemblies, workplaces, guerrilla gardens, soup kitchens and countless 
other forums where anti-capitalist resistance can be effectively integrated 
into everyday life. 
 
Fourthly, Occupy has radically shifted the “limits of the possible”. Just a 
year ago, it was utterly inconceivable that a mass movement of popular 
resistance against the capitalist system could emerge in the very heartland 
of the US empire. Today, after a year of worldwide protests against the 
neoliberal status quo, we almost take such resistance for granted. Where 
prior to OWS almost everyone in the US was talking about the deficit, 
such talk has now largely been obscured by a concern with 
unemployment. Surely the Republican Party continues to draw on the 
same old rhetoric, but few serious people still take this kind of talk 
seriously. Radical America has shown its face, it has roared from the top 
of its lungs and while the screaming faces may have temporarily retreated 
from the streets, their echoes continue to reverberate against the walls of 
power. This vast expansion in the activist “field of possibility” creates 
new opportunities for direct action that simply did not exist a year ago. 
 
Fifthly, and perhaps most importantly, the Occupy movement has once 
and for all moved the Left beyond its 20th-century obsession with 
hierarchical organization and centralized leadership. If anything has died 
over the course of the past year, it’s not the Occupy movement but the Old 
Left. With all due respect for our comrades with a more statist or 
communist orientation, the guiding principles of the Occupy movement 
(which is, without a doubt, the most spectacular anti-capitalist movement 
to have emerged in the West since the 1960s) are thoroughly autonomist 
in nature. As Nozomi Hayase just pointed outin an important ROAR 
article, and as David Graeber has endlessly emphasized, the spirit of OWS 
can be traced back directly to that of the Global Justice Movement and the 
many anarchist-inspired mass movements that came before it. The 
emphasis on spontaneous self-organization, the commitment to leaderless 
and horizontal forms of decision-making, and the embrace of radical 
direct action (defined by Graeber as “acting as if one is already free”) 
helps to make the movement as such a living experiment in direct 
democracy. Labor unions and political parties were left playing catch-up 
as the people marched miles ahead — without any need for leaders 
whatsoever. 
 
Beyond Occupy: What’s in a Name? 
But all is not rosy on the Occupy front. If the movement made one 
strategic mistake it must have been in coining its name. While the 
Adbusters marketing behind OWS was brilliant (and its poster of the 
ballerina on top of the bull truly epic), it is always extremely dangerous to 



link a movement too closely to its form of action, which is by its very 
definition transitory. The transition of the movement from one course of 
action to another can therefore be taken to signify its demise rather than its 
transformation. This seems to be the image that OWS is currently 
struggling with — an issue that was neatly avoided by the Spanish 
indignados in two ways. First of all, the Spanish movement simply goes 
by multiple names, each referring to different levels of action and 
organization within the movement: the date of a major rally on which the 
protests started (15-M, for the 15th of May); the basic goal that everyone 
in the movement agrees is at the core of the struggle (Democracia Real 
YA!, or Real Democracy Now!); the popular mood that gave rise to the 
movement in the first place (los indignados, or the indignant); and, finally, 
the form of direct action taken after the initial rally of May 15 (Toma La 
Plaza, or Take The Square). 
 
Secondly, in Madrid, the indignados had the brains and dignity to clear 
their protest camp at Puerta del Sol before it began losing its momentum. 
That way, the collective spirit of the popular assembly at Sol realized, the 
authorities would never be able to claim victory over the movement by 
letting it die out and eventually evacuating the remaining protesters from 
the square. It would also never suffer the indignity suffered by the camps 
in New York, Athens, Amsterdam and countless other cities, where the 
protest camp ended up being populated by tents without any people in 
them. Most importantly, however, moving away from Sol allowed the 
Spanish movement to decentralize into the neighborhoods — where, as 
Marta Sanchez has repeatedly pointed out for ROAR, an incredible 
amount of activity now takes place below the radar of the authorities and 
the corporate media. 
 
In an interview for the first ROAR documentary on the Greek 
anti-austerity movement, Niki, a 19-year-old activist who participated in 
both the occupation of Syntagma Square and the occupation of Puerta del 
Sol, pointed out that “this was just a method we used; especially 
occupying a square with tents — it’s just a method. By itself it cannot 
change the world.” Similarly, Maria, who was one of the key organizers of 
the Syntagma multimedia team, admitted that the occupation of the square 
didn’t change the political equation in Greece as such. After the brutal 
police crackdown of June 28-29, the austerity memorandum was still 
voted through Parliament. The economic situation continues to deteriorate 
and the Greek people continue to suffer. But while some in the square 
held “the naive belief” that they could simply overthrow the austerity 
memorandum, Maria pointed out that for many activists in Syntagma that 
was not even the goal. The goal of the occupation was much more radical 
than debt cancellation alone: it was to create a new form of political life. 
“If there is a difference,” Maria maintained, “it is in the will actually, the 
will to participate.” What the “unsuccessful” occupation of Syntagma 



achieved — and what the worldwide Occupy movement has done in 
similar fashion — was therefore to help create a new political subjectivity 
among those who were there in the assemblies; a subjectivity revolving 
precisely around their identity as participants in a co-creative process, as 
opposed to the pacified and reified role of the voter in representative 
democracy. 
 
Liberating Ourselves from Debt and Bankocracy 
This brings us to a fundamentally different vision of what the future of a 
global people’s movement against capitalism, debt and bankocracy could 
look like. The Occupy movement is not, never was, and never will be 
about an occupation — this movement was always about liberation. At a 
certain level, the idea of a popular occupation invokes the image of a 
protest. The time has come for the movement to move beyond protest. We 
know the political class is rotten from within. We know the institutions of 
capitalist democracy are fundamentally staged against anti-capitalist ideas 
and interests (or, as George Carlin put it, “the table is tilted; the game is 
rigged”). We know that Congress and the White House have long since 
been bought and sold by Wall Street. And we know that this state of 
affairs can only be ended in one of two ways: either by seizing state power 
(again, good luck with that!) or by liberating public spaces that operate 
outside of Wall Street’s sphere of influence altogether. Such spaces are 
rare (if not non-existent), so rather than finding them somewhere on a 
farm in the countryside or on a small island in the Caribbean, we should 
go out andcreate them for ourselves — within the very cracks of the 
capitalist system. 
 
Think of all the houses that are currently standing empty — and all the 
families who are currently without homes. Add one and one together and 
you start squatting. It’s been done forever. But as a mass movement you 
can take squatting to a whole new level. You can do what they’ve already 
done in Madrid, London and Oakland: liberate unused former bank 
headquarters or other bank property, dedicate experienced squatters to the 
defense of the building, and provide the space to homeless families. Or 
think of all those who are currently unemployed — an army of millions of 
them: Marx called them the reserve army of labor – and then think of all 
the foreclosed factories, workshops and small businesses. Add one and 
one together and you start producing. Like they did in Argentina during its 
crisis in the early 2000s, when laid-off workers returned to take back their 
factories and ran them as worked-owned cooperatives without capitalists 
— a phenomenon brilliantly displayed in Naomi Klein’s documentary The 
Take. The point is that there are ways of engaging in direct action that can 
radically disturb the very foundation and flow of the capitalist system, but 
that don’t involve the type of childish dependency on a political class that 
seems both unwilling and unable to bring about change. 
 



The real point of our movement is to liberate debtors from the shackles of 
debt; to liberate workers from the uncertainty and exploitation of wage 
labor; to liberate public spaces from the persistent drive towards 
enclosure; and to liberate democracy from the sham of political 
representation and the claws of corporate control. If the government is 
unwilling or unable to do that for us, we will have to do it for ourselves. 
By the same token, we will need to liberate the internet from the relentless 
drive towards monopolization and censorship, while liberating our culture 
and education system from the commodification of art and knowledge and 
the assault on the creative commons. Similarly, we will need to liberate 
our environment from the destructive powers of the bio-industry, the 
extractive logic of accumulation and the wasteful nature of pointless 
debt-driven consumerism. We will need to liberate our bodies from of the 
biopower of the pharmaceutical industry and liberate our relationship with 
our families and friends from the ticking of the clock and the terror of our 
agendas. But perhaps most importantly, we need to liberate our minds 
from the subtle thought-control of late capitalist ideology, replete with its 
reformist tendencies towards “Green”, “conscious” and “fair trade” 
consumerism and the great farce of neo-Keynesian deficit spending, all of 
which will merely shove the existential problems we face further into the 
future. 
 
I remember very clearly when I was riding my bike through London a few 
years ago. It was the spring of 2009, about half a year after the collapse of 
Lehman Brothers and the onset of the worst financial crisis since the Great 
Depression. It had been a long, cold and grey winter indeed. But as I spun 
my wheels through the City on my way to a friend, and I passed all the 
soulless glass-steel skyscrapers inside which I sometimes imagined 
zombie bankers in suits eating the brains of their customers for lunch, I 
suddenly caught sight of something colorful in the middle of the street. It 
was one of the first sunny days of the year and I saw a ray of light 
beaming right onto that radical little object that somehow refused to blend 
in with the lifeless greyness around it. As I drew closer, I suddenly saw 
what it was: a flower struggling to break out through a crack in the 
tarmack. It just stood there, oblivious to the concrete jungle of corporate 
greed and zombie capitalism that was gradually collapsing all around it. 
 
As we get ready for another long, cold and grey winter, let it not be 
forgotten that spring awaits us at the end, and that no matter how long and 
deep the darkness may be, one day the sun will shine again. And on that 
day, after the seeds of our revolution have laid dormant for many a stormy 
night, let us finally break through the cracks of capitalism like millions of 
brightly-colored flowers, reaching out for the light that still shines upon us 
all. Undivided. As one. 
 
Last year we occupied the streets; the time has come liberate them 
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Whose state is it and what is its role? 

 

 

 

Shawn Hatting 18 September 2012 
 
The South African state’s oppression of the ongoing wildcat strikes, 
including at Marikana, is clearly deepening. Over the weekend troops 
were deployed in the platinum belt in what has been a barefaced bid by 
the state to stop the protests by striking workers, and essentially force 
them back to work. As part of this, residents at the informal settlement at 
Marikana have been subjected to a renewed assault by the police. Many 
residents in the process were shot with rubber bullets; their homes were 
raided; they were threatened; and tear gas, at times, lay over the settlement 
like a chemical fog. In practice, a curfew has also been put in place and 
anyone gathering in a group on the streets has been pounced upon by the 
men in blue. Threats have also emerged from the Cabinet that a 
crackdown on any ‘trouble-makers’, that are supposedly inciting workers 
to continue to strike, is going to happen. Yesterday, Malema too was 
barred by police from meeting with the strikers at Marikana. Certainly, 
one may totally disagree with Malema’s politics and his ambitions, but the 
fact that he was prevented from engaging with the workers by state forces 
is unacceptable. 
 
Many left groups, amongst them the Democratic Left Front (DLF), have 
rightfully condemned this violence and the accompanying threats that 
have been made by the state. They have highlighted how the state is 
protecting investors in the platinum belt, and they have lamented how the 
ANC government is acting in a similar way to the apartheid government. 
While we should be disgusted by the actions of the state, it would, 
however, be a mistake to be surprised by them.  
 
The reality is that no state is truly democratic, including the one headed by 
the ANC. Even in a parliamentary system, most high ranking state 
officials, including generals, director-generals, police commissioners, 
state legal advisors, judges and magistrates, are never elected by the 
people. Most of their decisions, policies and actions will never be known 
by the vast majority of people – the top down structure of the state ensures 
this. Added to this, parliamentarians make and pass laws; not the mass of 
people. In fact, parliamentarians are in no way truly accountable to voters 
(except for 5 minutes every 5 years). They are not mandated nor are they 
recallable. They – along with permanent state bureaucrats - have power; 



not the people. As such, no state, including the ANC headed one, is 
participatory; but rather designed to ensure and carry out minority rule. 
Likewise, the state’s main function is not to protect workers, but to ensure 
rule over them. While the anarchist Mikhail Bakunin rightfully pointed 
out that it is better to live under a parliamentary system than a pure 
dictatorship, because it allows for some rights, he also pointed out that all 
states are inherently oppressive towards the working class (workers and 
the unemployed).  
 
The outright and ongoing violence of the state in the platinum sector and 
at Marikana, therefore, lays bare the true nature of the state; and the role it 
plays in protecting the ruling class (made up of capitalists and high 
ranking state officials). It is not a regrettable accident that the state has 
been protecting the mines of huge corporations, like Lonmin and Amplats, 
and that it has been willing to use such violence to do so. The state’s, 
including the ANC headed one, main function is to further and protect the 
interests of the elite and their continued class rule. For capitalism to 
function, and for class rule to be maintained, a state is vital. It is central to 
protecting and maintaining the very material basis on which the power of 
the elite rests and is derived. Without a state, which claims a monopoly on 
violence within a given territory, an elite could not rule nor could it claim 
or hold onto the ownership of wealth and the means of production. In fact, 
the state as an entity is the defender of the class system and a centralised 
body that necessarily concentrates power in the hands of the ruling 
classes; in both respects, it is the means through which a minority rules a 
majority. Through its executive, legislative, judiciary, military and 
policing arms the state always protects the minority ownership of property 
(whether private or state-owned property), and tries to undermine, crush 
or co-opt any threat posed to the continuing exploitation and oppression of 
the working class. As Marikana and other protests and strikes show that 
includes shooting rubber bullets, tear gassing people, raiding houses, 
arresting people, threatening people, humiliating people, torturing people, 
and even killing those that pose a threat.  
 
The post-apartheid state in South Africa too has played an instrumental 
role in maintaining the situation whereby poorly paid black workers 
remain the basis of the massive profits of the mining companies, including 
Lonmin. In South Africa, black workers have historically been subjected 
to national oppression; and this has meant that they were systematically 
turned into a source of extremely cheap labour and subjected to 
institutionalised racism. The history of very cheap black labour enabled 
white capitalists – traditionally centred around the mining houses – to 
make huge profits, and it is on this basis that they became very wealthy. 
The post-apartheid state has continued to protect and entrench this 
situation; it has maintained an entire legal and policing system that is 
aimed at protecting the wealth and property of companies, like Lonmin, 



and prevent the working class – and specifically the majority of black 
people who make up the bulk of the working class – from their rightful 
access to this wealth and property in South Africa.  
 
State managers, who comprise a section of the ruling class, based on their 
control of the means of coercion, administration and sometimes 
production, also have their own reasons for wanting to protect the 
minority ownership of property: because their own privileged positions 
rest on exploitation. This is why the post-apartheid state in South Africa 
has been so willing to protect companies like Lonmin: the pay checks of 
high ranking state officials, mostly tied to the ANC, depend on it. The 
lifestyles of people like Jacob Zuma, Tokyo Sexwale, Pravin Gordhan, 
Trevor Manuel and rest of their cohorts in the Cabinet, therefore, is based 
on the continued exploitation of the working class, and the black section 
in particular. These state officials are consequently parasites that live off 
the back of workers - workers who have created all wealth in society!  
 
Since 1994 the entire working class has fallen deeper into poverty, 
including sections of the white working class, as inequality has grown 
between the ruling class and working class as a whole. It has, however, 
been the black working class that has been worst affected. This is because 
the state has implemented extreme policies, in the form of neo-liberalism, 
to help capitalists increase their profits even further. While it is clear that 
the black working class remains nationally oppressed, the situation for the 
small black elite, nevertheless, is very different. Some, through their high 
positions in the state have joined the old white capitalists in the ruling 
class. Others, have also joined the ruling class, but through the route of 
Black Economic Empowerment. This can be seen in the fact that all of the 
top ANC linked black families – the Mandelas, Sisulus, Thambos, 
Ramaposas, Zumas, Moosas etc. – have shares in or sit on the boards of 
the largest companies in South Africa, including the platinum mining 
companies. In fact, Ramaphosa not only owns shares in, and is on the 
board of, Lonmin; but a number of functions at Marikana and other 
platinum are outsourced to various companies he has interests in, like 
Minorex and Protea Coin Security. He too has shares in the largest 
platinum mine in the world, Modikwa, through African Rainbow 
Minerals. The wealth and power of this black section of the ruling class in 
South Africa too rests on the exploitation of the working class as a whole, 
but mostly and specifically on the exploitation and continued national 
oppression of the black working class. Hence, this is the reason why the 
black section of the ruling class, and the state its members are part of, has 
been so willing to take action – whether during platinum strikes, 
Marikana, or other strikes in general – against the black working class.  
 
Bakunin foresaw the possibility of such a situation arising in cases where 
supposed national liberation was based on capturing state power. Bakunin 



said that the “statist path” was “entirely ruinous for the great masses of the 
people” because it did not abolish class power but simply changed the 
make-up and faces of the ruling class. Due to the centralised nature of 
states, only a few can rule: a majority of people can never be involved in 
decision making under a state system. Consequently, he stated that if the 
national liberation struggle was carried out with "ambitious intent to set 
up a powerful state", or if "it is carried out without the people and must 
therefore depend for success on a privileged class" it would become a 
"retrogressive, disastrous, counter-revolutionary movement”. He also 
noted that when former liberation fighters or activists enter into the state, 
because of its top down structure, they become rulers and get used to the 
privileges their new positions entail, and they come to “no longer 
represent the people but themselves and their own pretensions to govern 
the people”. History has proven his insights to be accurate, former 
liberation activists in South Africa rule in their own interests and that of 
their class: they have joined white capitalists in the ruling class; they 
enjoy the opulent lifestyles their positions carry; they flaunt their wealth; 
and they exploit and oppress the vast majority of the people in the 
country, including in the platinum sector.  
 
The state we must also, nevertheless, realise can’t simply rule by force 
alone – force is in the end the central pillar upon which its power rests – 
but for its own stability and that of capital, it also tries to rule through 
consent and co-option. To do so, it pretends to be a benefactor of all; 
while in reality facilitating, entrenching and perpetrating exploitation and 
oppression. Certainly, most states today do have laws protecting basic 
rights, and some provide welfare – including the South African state. Such 
laws and welfare, however, have been won through massive struggles by 
the oppressed and exploited, and that should never be forgotten; states 
simply did not grant these rights without a fight. But even where such 
laws exist, and sometimes they exist only paper, the state tries to make 
propaganda out of them. It is this duplicity that led the anarchist Errico 
Malatesta to argue that the state: “cannot maintain itself for long without 
hiding its true nature behind a pretence of general usefulness; it cannot 
impose respect for the lives of the privileged people if it does not appear 
to demand respect for human life, it cannot impose acceptance of the 
privileges of the few if it does not pretend to be the guardian of the rights 
of all”. As struggles go forward, including in the platinum belt, it is 
important that the working class is not duped by the duplicity. 
 
Certainly we must raise demands from the parasitic state and bosses. The 
state and bosses have stolen from the working class, and it is high time the 
working class got some of this back. A fight must be taken to the state and 
corporations, and the working class must mobilise to have its demands 
met. As part of this, we must, however, have no illusions about what the 
state is; who it is controlled by; who it protects; and what its function is. 



As such, the working class must mobilise outside of and against the state 
and force it to give back what has been stolen, but it should not have 
illusions in doing so that the state protects workers or the unemployed. 
 
It is vital for the future of working class struggles that mineworkers in the 
platinum sector and at Marikana win their demands. If they do, it could 
re-invigorate workers struggles across the country, which have been on a 
relative decline since the late 1980s. In fact, workers need to win better 
wages and safer working conditions; and they – as the DLF pointed out – 
need to protect the right to strike. In the long run though, and if inequality 
and injustice are to be ended, the working class needs to take power and 
run society through its own structures. This means confronting the state, 
which is not theirs. This too means abandoning faith in the state to 
nationalise companies, which would mean ownership and control by a 
state bureaucracy; not the working class. Indeed, calling for 
nationalisation builds illusions in a higher power: the state; and it does not 
show faith in, or build the power of, the working class itself. The state is 
not a lesser evil to capitalists; rather they are part and parcel of the same 
system. Workers need, and Marikana highlights this, to use struggles for 
reforms, such as wining higher wages, to build towards seizing the land, 
mines, factories and other workplaces themselves so that they can run 
them through worker self-management for the benefit of everyone in 
society. Only when the working class has done this, and runs society 
through its own structures and not a state, will the power of the ruling 
class, the power of its violent state, and inequality be broken, smashed and 
ended. 
 
Central to this too has to be the ending of the national oppression, and 
accompanying racism, that the black working class is subjected to. Until 
this is ended, true freedom and equality for both the black and white 
working class will not be achieved. As has long been pointed out by 
anarchist-communists, however, if a just, free and equal society is to be 
achieved the means and the ends in struggle have to be as similar as 
possible. Hence, if we want a future that is genuinely equal and non-racist, 
our struggle to end the national oppression of the black working class, and 
the accompanying capitalism and racism in South Africa, must be based 
firmly on the ideals of non-racialism. Only once racism, injustice and 
inequality – along with the state and capitalist system that generate and 
feed into these evils - have ended will the Marikana massacres and other 
killings in the name of profit and cheap labour be part of history. 
 
 

 

South Africa: Miners’ struggle spreads and intensifies 



 

 

 

Press reports on impact of Democratic Socialist Movement (CWI)  
DSM 14 September 2012  
 
The intentions of the bosses and state to drown the South African miners’ 
militancy in blood – with the Marikana massacre of 16 August – and 
discourage further workers’ actions have spectacularly failed. On the 
contrary, their struggle has spread like wildfire, with tens of thousands of 
miners now on indefinite strike throughout the Rustenburg region. The 
platinum mines are almost fully shut down by workers action, with 
workers at the largest company, Anglo Platinum, announcing an indefinite 
strike 2 days ago. Action has also spread to the gold mines, where tens of 
thousands more are taking action, all in the fight for a living wage and in 
solidarity with their brutalised brothers and sisters.  
 
Fears are developing among the country’s ruling elite as to what has been 
unleashed, as government Ministers heap blackmail on striking miners for 
putting economic growth in danger etc. The establishment will now 
proceed to do all within its power to try to defeat the movement, through 
divide-and-rule tactics and new repressive actions such as those 
announced today, when the Justice Minister, warned of an imminent and 
“very swift” crackdown. Miners have shown in the last days, with 
marches of tens of thousands, to ensure the solidity of the strike, that 
theirs is the power to shut down the industry.  
 
The organisation and strategy of the strikers has also seen big steps 
forward in the recent past. Members of Democratic Socialist Movement 
(CWI in South Africa), have been central to the initiatives taken to unite 
democratic representatives of the striking miners in co-ordinating 
committees, to discuss the further spreading of the struggle and the next 
steps for its escalation. As we speak, preparations for a general strike of 
the mining areas, one of the necessary steps emphasised by DSM, are 
being made.  
 
Yesterday alone, even the capitalist press in South Africa and 
internationally saw fit to comment on the role of DSM in the struggle, 
most notably that of Mametlwe Sebei, a trade union leader and leading 
member of DSM. Organs such as the French ‘Le Monde’, British BBC, 
and US Wall Street Journal all making explicit references to the DSM. As 
an example, the South African Times paper reported:  
 
"In North West, mineworkers rejecting the formal unions have formed a 
Rustenburg Workers and Communities Forum under the leadership of the 
Democratic Socialist Movement, affiliate of the Committee for Workers’ 
International.  
 



Executive member Mametlwe Sebei yesterday tried to persuade miners 
that a general strike should start in Rustenburg and be followed by a 
national strike and march to the Union Buildings.  
 
"This battle can be won only if we are united," Sebei urged at a mass 
meeting at Amplats."  
 
DSM also fights to link the growing wave of struggles to socialist policies, 
such as the nationalisation of the mines under democratic control, in order 
to put the country’s wealth and growing economy to work for the 
majority, as part of a democratic socialist plan. More detailed 
reports/analysis from DSM to follow soon  
www.socialistworld.net 
 
 

 

The SACP has become a vanguard of ANC power factionalism 

 

 

 

Dale T. McKinley 11 September 2012  
 
If ever we needed to be reminded of Milan Kundera’s famous axiom that, 
"the struggle … against power is the struggle of memory against 
forgetting", then it is in respect of the post-apartheid history of the South 
African Communist Party (SACP). 
 
Why? Because it is a history that shows us, in so many different ways, 
how and why the SACP has gradually but systematically become a 
vanguard of African National Congress (ANC) factionalist politics as 
opposed to its self-proclaimed role as an independent, progressive force 
representing and leading the "national democratic, anti-capitalist struggle" 
of the working class. 
 
Have we forgotten how after Chris Hani’s assassination in 1993, much of 
the SACP leadership rushed to embrace the very politics and perks of new 
governmental power that Hani had so clearly warned against and then 
vigorously helped implement the anti-working class policies that the 
SACP purported to oppose? Or the SACP’s 1998 congress, when the 
newly elected leadership (which included the still incumbent Blade 
Nzimande as general secretary and Jeremy Cronin as deputy general 
secretary) cut insider deals with ANC leaders that killed off any stated 
desire that the majority of the SACP membership had for a clear political 
and organisational independence from the ANC? 
 
Have we forgotten how over the last decade or so, the SACP has gotten 



rid of and/or marginalised all of its critically minded intellectuals and 
leader-activists who dared stand up for a working-class politics 
independent of the ANC’s deracialised capitalism and speak out against 
the increasing centralisation of power by the party’s national leadership as 
well as the budding cult of personality around its general secretary? And, 
how this "radical and progressive" party whose constitutional "guiding 
principles" include combating "tribalism, sex discrimination, regionalism, 
chauvinism and all forms of narrow nationalism" gave its full political and 
organisational backing to and then joyously celebrated (as a "victory for 
the working class and all progressive forces") the rise to power of an ANC 
leader – Jacob Zuma – who has consistently embraced homophobic, 
misogynist, chauvinistic national-regional, ethnically oriented and 
anti-worker ideas and practices? 
 
Have we forgotten how a few years back, in direct violation of the party’s 
own constitution, which stated that the general secretary must be a 
full-time employee of the SACP, Nzimande accepted his appointment as 
am inister in Zuma’s cabinet and then, over time, managed to 
out-manoeuvre any opposition such that the SACP’s constitution was 
changed accordingly at the recently held 13th national congress? And 
how, no sooner had Nzimande settled into his ministerial position with a 
salary package in excess of R2 million per annum (now also enjoyed by 
the six other SACP leaders who occupy ministerial positions) than he 
authorised the use of over R1 million of public money to purchase a 
luxury vehicle for himself while simultaneously berating others in the 
ANC, in the corporate sector and South African society as a whole for 
being “out of touch with the workers and poor” and engaging in 
"excessive, conspicuous consumption"? 
 
Have we forgotten the increasingly close organisational, ideological and 
"business" ties that the SACP has developed over the last several years 
with the Communist Party of China, a party which provides "world class" 
examples of political authoritarianism, corrupt bureaucratism and 
commandist capitalism masquerading as socialism, while the SACP 
simultaneously preaches about anti-capitalism, workers’ rights, freedom 
of expression and the contemporary building of socialism in South Africa? 
Or, how the SACP always has a lot to say about "tenderpreneurs" [those 
who get rich through links with government] and the need for 
accountability and transparency of public representatives/institutions as 
well as non-governmental organisations but consistently refuses to 
entertain any discussion of the extent to which its own members -- who 
are ANC politicians and government officials -- are caught up in 
corruption and mismanagement or to divulge the party’s own sources of 
funding and support, domestic and foreign? 
 
Have we forgotten how earlier this year the SACP launched a scathing 



public attack on the 'independence, impartiality and dignity" of the Public 
Protector for (horror of all horrors) attending a Women’s Day event 
organised by an opposition political party while it has remained 
completely silent in the face of countless examples of institutions and 
officials unabashed toenadering with and political support of, the ANC 
and more specifically with the Zuma faction?  
 
And, what about the SACP’s labelling of all those opposing the 
Zuma-securocrat backed Protection of State Information Bill (aka the 
"Secrecy Bill") as "anti-majoritarian liberals' controlled by "foreigners" in 
a domestic and global context in which the anti-whistleblower and 
securitised cover-up measures contained in the Secrecy Bill flow from the 
very (foreign-based) elitist, neoliberal and imperialist sources that the 
SACP purports to oppose in the name of the working class? 
 
Have we forgotten that in its 2012 May Day message, the SACP (as it has 
for years on end now) called for a "focus on the organisation of vulnerable 
workers" as part of "strengthening" trade unions "in the workplace" and 
yet when it finally came out with more than a cursory public response to 
the August 16, 2012, Marikana massacre, it was predominately aimed at 
delegitimising those union and community "actors" (not associated with 
the ANC-led Alliance and/or government) who had actually organised and 
assisted vulnerable workers? And, if that wasn’t hypocritical enough in 
the context of the factional, blame-pointing, post-massacre environment, 
then how about the SACP’s parallel call for "a united and effective trade 
union movement linked to local progressive civic structures"? 
 
Have we forgotten that even though the SACP bases its entire political 
program on "leading a defence of the national democratic revolution" 
through "being at the centre of state power" and thus providing the best 
possible means for "advancing the interests of the poor and working 
class", the practical results of its more recent co-governance of the state 
with Zuma’s ANC faction has seen worsening inequality, intensified 
social conflict, seriously compromised public educational and health 
systems, a militarised police service and a crisis-ridden local government? 
Or what of the oceanic gap between the SACP’s professed embrace and 
pursuit of "unity" among the "forces of liberation" (read: the 
ANC-SACP-COSATU Tri-partite Alliance) and the ever-widening reality 
of utter disunity and open factional conflict, increasingly waged with the 
weapons of state power, patronage and positionality, all of which the 
SACP "possesses" more of than ever before?  
 
While Blade Nzimande, Jeremy Cronin and the rest of the SACP will no 
doubt be apoplectic at this exercise in memory "recovery" they would do 
well not to forget one thing in particular: that those with/in power in our 
contemporary capitalist-dominated world, no matter how long their 



history of struggle or how politically and organisationally mature they 
think they are, can never hope to speak for and represent the poor and 
working class, let alone lead an anti-capitalist revolution, as long as that 
power continues to reside predominately with a self-proclaimed vanguard 
and not with the majority to whom it belongs.  
http://links.org.au/node/3022 
 
Dale McKinley is an South African writer, researcher, lecturer and 
political activist. 
 
 

 

One year since Occupy shook the world 

 

 

 

The movement transformed consciousness among the broad mass of 
workers and young people 
Greg Beiter, Socialist Alternative (CWI supporters in the US) 10 
September 2012 
 
Only one year ago, the Occupy Wall Street movement began its 
encampment of Zucotti Park in New York City. A mere two weeks later, 
the movement exploded to hundreds of cities in every state across the 
U.S., spreading the struggle against massive wealth inequality in society.  
 
A year later, despite the movement’s decline, it transformed consciousness 
among the broad mass of workers and young people. It brought tens of 
thousands into action, many for the first time, giving them a taste of their 
collective power.  
 
Many lessons can be learned from the movement, from both its successes 
and its later decline. And though Occupy today isn’t a mass force in the 
streets, its early days last year foreshadowed the even bigger struggles that 
will emerge in the near future.  
 
The Beginnings  
Occupy Wall Street began as a small protest of a few hundred young 
people, who began an occupation a few blocks from Wall Street. It rapidly 
attracted the attention and support of many in New York and all over the 
U.S. The main message was simple, yet effective: The 1%, the super-rich 
who control the vast majority of wealth – and with it economic, social and 
political power – were getting even richer at the expense of the vast 
majority, the 99%.  
 
This message resonated with workers and young people who had been 



battered by budget cuts, foreclosures, unemployment, and tuition hikes. It 
spoke to the brutal reality facing working people under the Great 
Recession and U.S. capitalism’s crisis.  
 
Attraction to Occupy’s message quickly translated into active support. 
Unions mobilized thousands of their members to Occupy Wall Street 
marches. After heavy-handed police repression, such as mass arrests and 
pepper-spraying of protesters, was broadcast to millions through YouTube 
videos, occupations sprouted up in several hundred cities, both in the U.S. 
and globally. After initially ignoring the movement, the corporate media 
was forced to cover what had become a mass force in society.  
 
What most strikingly demonstrated the power of mass movements in 
changing consciousness was the effect that Occupy had in changing the 
political debate in the U.S.  
 
Response to 1% Politicians  
At the end of 2010, the Tea Party and Republicans rode into office on a 
wave of disillusionment with Obama and the Democratic majority in both 
Houses of Congress.  
 
Emboldened by this victory, Tea Party politicians blamed public sector 
workers and unions for the economic crisis and the budget deficits facing 
state governments. Democrats, who when in power were no better, 
considering they also attacked state workers and social programs, put up 
little resistance. Under this right-wing ideological onslaught, which was 
essentially unchallenged by the Democrats and corporate media, public 
sector workers became the scapegoats.  
 
Nobody epitomized this more than Wisconsin Governor Scott Walker. He 
led the charge in trying to not only to attack public sector unions, but to 
smash them outright. In February 2011, Walker proposed legislation to 
strip collective bargaining rights from teachers and other state workers. 
This unleashed a tidal wave of protests and a month-long occupation of 
the state Capitol. Walker was only able to ram his rotten bill through the 
Republican-controlled legislature after union leaders demobilized the 
struggle. Walker’s victory emboldened other Republican governors in 
Ohio, Michigan and Indiana to push through similar legislation.  
 
The Tea Party/right-wing message that public sector workers and unions 
were to blame persisted unchallenged – until the emergence of Occupy. 
Occupy rapidly relegated this reactionary scapegoating to the trash heap. 
The blame was squarely placed where it belongs: on the Wall Street bank-
sters and the billionaire investors who caused the crisis. Occupy was also 
able to mobilize into its ranks a number of union members, who saw little 
defense put up by their own leaders, and to organize successful actions 



like the Oakland general strike in November and the West Coast port 
shutdown in December.  
 
The movement also earned massive public support. In numerous polls, a 
large majority of the public agreed with the movement’s message. And the 
hundreds of encampments in parks and city halls were a visible daily 
reminder that the super rich were getting even richer off of all of us.  
 
Weakness and Decline  
Unfortunately, Occupy also had weaknesses that helped lead to its decline. 
Many in the movement rejected having demands and statements of what it 
stood for. So, other than the overall message of “We Are the 99%,” the 
movement didn’t publicly demand an end to budget cuts or wars, or taxing 
Wall Street and the rich.  
 
Despite the movement’s enormous public support, the number of people 
actively involved in it was relatively small. Tens of millions passively 
supported it, but only around tens of thousands regularly came out to its 
marches, encampments and general assemblies.  
 
Having clear demands that spoke to the daily struggles of working people 
and youth would’ve helped mobilize more into action. But having a plan 
of action for the struggle would have also drawn more into the movement. 
 
Occupy became overly focused on maintaining the protest encampments 
in the face of threats and attempts to disperse them from police and 
politicians. The struggle came to revolve around the occupations as an 
example of the type of society the movement wanted to build. Many 
activists thought that these could become examples that would be 
emulated, transforming capitalist exploitation into a more egalitarian 
society. But this insular vision, after not attracting mass numbers in 
defense of the occupations, was in most cases violently dispersed by the 
forces of the capitalist state.  
 
Rather than calling on the public to join their model microcosm of a better 
society, Occupy could have better marshaled people into action by 
organizing an escalating series of actions around a clear set of demands. 
For example, during the height of the movement actions were organized 
protesting the big banks, which included occupying and shutting them 
down. But most of these protests were symbolic, one-off events, with no 
demands being put on the banks.  
 
These actions – and the movement as a whole – could have more 
effectively drawn supporters into the struggle by placing a set of demands 
on the banks at the initial actions. Halting foreclosures, paying proper 
taxes, or ending executive bonuses are a few examples. If – and most 



likely, when – the banks didn’t meet those demands, the movement could 
have then organized a series of escalating public actions until the banks 
gave in.  
 
Publicly calling attention to the intransigence of banks, exploitative 
corporations, or politicians in ignoring the movement’s demands and 
continuing their unjust activities can often spring more people into action. 
Winning victories, making our target buckle and meet some of our 
demands, can have the same effect. It shows that organized, mass pressure 
has the power to force change.  
 
Lasting Imprint   
Despite Occupy having declined as an active, mass movement, it has left a 
lasting imprint on U.S. consciousness. Tens of millions now recognize 
that they’re being exploited by corporate America and the rich. This will 
lay the foundations on which future mass movements will be built.  
 
Occupy also trained tens of thousands of activists in the heat of struggle. 
Many of these activists will question why the movement wasn’t able to 
force fundamental change. They will learn from their experience and be at 
the forefront of building future struggles.  
 
Even now, Occupy hasn’t completely disappeared. Sections have 
reorganized around specific attacks: the Occupy Homes movement against 
foreclosures in Minneapolis and other cities, for example. This campaign 
has successfully prevented several families from being kicked out of their 
homes by the banks. It provides an excellent model of the targeted 
demands and actions that can achieve the victories necessary to increase 
the power of the movement and draw more people in.  
 
Likewise, student movements are emerging across the country against 
tuition hikes and student debt.  
 
Fundamentally, the conditions that gave rise to Occupy haven’t gone 
away. U.S. capitalism is still in crisis and will be for some time. The 
living standards of working and young people will continually be under 
attack. If the economy moves back into recession, these attacks will only 
intensify. These assaults will again provoke outbreaks of mass struggle in 
the near future.  
www.socialistworld.net 
 
 

 

Thailand's 'parallel war': Thaksin and the Red Shirts  



 

 

 

Giles Ji Ungpakorn 10 September 2012 
 
Six years after the September 19 coup d'état against the Thaksin 
Shinawatra government, it is possible to look back and assess the impact 
of the crisis on Thai politics and society.  
 
One way of understanding the “dialectical” relationship between Thaksin 
Shinawatra and the Red Shirts democracy movement is to borrow the 
concept of a “parallel war” from Donny Gluckstein's book on the Second 
World War.[1] According to Gluckstein there were two parallel wars 
against the Axis powers. One was an imperialist war, waged by the ruling 
classes of Britain, the United States and Russia for their own interests, 
while the other war was a people's war against fascism, waged by ordinary 
working people, many of them socialists.  
 
The two wars often overlapped in the minds of millions, but their aims 
were very different. We can see a kind of “parallel war” in the Red 
Shirt/United Front for Democracy against Dictatorship (UDD) struggles 
against the military-royalist elites, where thousands of ordinary Red Shirts 
struggled for democracy, dignity and social justice, while Thaksin and his 
political allies waged a very different campaign to regain the political 
influence that they had enjoyed before the 2006 coup d'état.  
 
This explains the betrayal of the Red Shirt struggle by Yingluck 
Shinawatra, Thaksin and their Pheu Thai Party. For anyone doubting the 
scale of betrayal one only has to look at the issues of lèse majesté, 
political prisoners and the non-punishment of state officials for killing 
protesters. The Yingluck government has increased the use of lèse majesté 
[the law against "insulting" the monarchy] and refused to countenance any 
reforms of the law or even the justice system.  
 
Lèse majesté political prisoners like Somyot Pruksakasemsuk, Surachai 
Darnwatanatrakun and Daranee Charnchoengsilpakul (Da Torpedo) 
languish in jail and their plight as prisoners of conscience is ignored by 
the National Human Rights Commission and Amnesty International. Even 
Red Shirt prisoners who were not charged with lèse majesté, but merely 
jailed for taking part in street protests, are still locked up in the “political 
prison”. As for the punishment of politicians and military commanders for 
the cold-blooded murder of unarmed demonstrators in 2010, no significant 
progress has or will be made.  
 
The reason for this disgraceful Pheu Thai position is that Thaksin and his 
allies see the struggle as one between them and their political opponents in 
the military and the Democrat Party. Thaksin's dispute with the military 
has been quietly buried, leaving the Democrat Party as the only official 



opponent. Thaksin is equally keen to use the monarchy for his own 
legitimacy, just like the military, the top civil servants and other big 
business leaders. That is why he wishes to preserve the attack on the 
freedom of speech represented by lèse majesté.  
 
Thaksin has never been committed to human rights and under his 
government innocent civilians were murdered in the "war on drugs" and in 
crushing protests in the south in 2004. The idea of holding any state 
officials and politicians to account for killing civilians is not on his 
agenda. Even on the issue of increasing living standards, the partial 
increase in the minimum wage to 300 baht a day in some areas has now 
been coupled with a two-year pay freeze.  
 
Despite the fact that thousands of Red Shirts supported Thaksin, their 
struggle was shaped by their own different agenda, an agenda for the 
freedom and equality of ordinary citizens. Only in Thaksin's egotistical 
dreams were the Red Shirts fighting for him alone. Many Red Shirts are 
bitter about what has happened since the Pheu Thai election victory. Many 
others are not ready to conclude that there has been a terrible betrayal. 
They continue to make up excuses for the Yingluck government. These 
excuses usually depend on a mistaken belief that King Pumipon is all 
powerful and that he controls the military and therefore nothing can be 
done until he dies. There is an irony that the ruling elites want to promote 
this line of thought about the powerful monarchy while the effect of this 
belief among Red Shirts causes hatred against the king and the royal 
family.  
 
Just like in Gluckstein’s parallel Second World War, the ability of “the 
people” or the Red Shirts to achieve their goals depends on the degree of 
political self-organisation, independent from the ruling class. There may 
be thousands of disappointed Red Shirts, but their inability to form a 
united progressive movement to fight for freedom and equality has 
allowed the UDD Red Shirt leaders to police the movement and make sure 
that it serves only the interests of the Pheu Thai government.  
 
That is why the Thai Turn Left socialist group has suggested that 
progressive Red Shirts need to come together to build some kind of 
radical socialist organisation, with clear links to the working class, in 
order to keep the aspirations of the Red Shirts alive. This idea has been 
opposed by Niti Eawsiwong and Somsak Jiamteerasakul. Niti hopes that 
Red Shirts can influence the Pheu Thai party from within. But Pheu Thai 
is a typical Thai capitalist party with no internal democracy. It is 
controlled by “people of influence”.  
 
Somsak claims that it is “unrealistic” to build a socialist organisation. He 
proposes a small NGO-style pressure group made up of intellectuals like 



himself, independent of the Red Shirts, with the aim of pushing Pheu Thai 
into having better policies. But small groups of intellectuals with no mass 
base among either the working class or the Red Shirts can have no real 
influence in society and no bargaining power with the elites.  
links.org.au 
 
[Giles Ji Ungpakorn is a political commentator and dissident. In February 
2009 he had to leave Thailand for exile in Britain because he was charged 
with lèse majesté for writing a book criticising the 2006 military coup. He 
is a member of Left Turn Thailand, a socialist organisation. His book, 
Thailand’s Crisis and the Fight for Democracy, will be of interest to 
activists, academics and journalists who watch Thai politics, 
democratisation and NGOs. His website is at http://redthaisocialist.com/.]  
 
[1] Donny Gluckstein (2012), A People's History of the Second World 
War: Resistance Versus Empire, Pluto Press, London. 
 
 

 

Britain: Osborne’s cuts plans aren’t working 

 

 

 

Time for ’Plan S’ for socialism 
Peter Taaffe, Socialist Party (CWI England & Wales) general secretary, 
first published in "The Socialist" 7 September 2012 
 
The school and college students have returned but it was the angry and 
loud booing of Cuts-Chancellor George Osborne at the Paralympics that 
really signals we are in a new season - which has all the potential to be an 
autumn of struggle.  
 
Peter Taaffe, Socialist Party general secretary, explains why it is crucial 
for the trade unions to develop a bold programme in the preparation of 
what could be a truly mass TUC demonstration on 20 October and the 
generalised strike action that must follow it.  
 
The wheels are beginning to come off the coalition government’s caravan. 
It is besieged on all sides.  
 
It faces not just rising discontent from the working class but huge swathes 
of the middle class are in open revolt, which threatens to engulf the 
government: "It’s not just the poor.  
 
For the first time, even the once comfortable are experiencing the anxiety 
of how to pay the mortgage, fill the car, meet the supermarket bill." 



[Yvonne Roberts, Observer, 26 August 2012.]  
 
Now, disaffection is expressed on their own side with the Confederation 
of British Industry (CBI) and the British Chamber of Commerce 
questioning the unremitting austerity of Osborne and Prime Minister 
David Cameron.  
 
They have not gone as far as demanding a ’plan B’ or even ’C’ but in the 
words of the CBI, the bosses’ ’trade union’, what is needed at least is "a 
little bit of growth... wiggle room for a bit of extra borrowing".  
 
This semi-oppositional stance has been fuelled by a further plunge of the 
economy, which the CBI estimates will shrink by a further 0.3% this year 
on top of the 0.5% so far.  
 
At the same time, Nick Clegg tries to burnish his ’radical’ credentials with 
a proposal for a "time-limited wealth tax on Britain’s wealthiest people" - 
after backing Osborne and Cameron to the hilt in the infamous recent ’rich 
man’s budget’.  
 
Lib Dems on death row  
This is entirely unrelated, of course, to the upcoming Liberal Democrat 
conference, where Clegg is likely to get a kicking from his own people.  
 
Nor does it in any way arise from the collapse of the Lib Dems in the 
polls, which reveal that they can expect to drop from 57 MPs to just ten at 
the next election.  
 
The Liberal Democrats are on ’death row’ and the party now "has fewer 
members than the British Psychological Society" [Independent].  
 
Clegg has given up all hope of those voters who were duped into 
supporting the Liberal Democrats in the last election, and who have now 
deserted them in droves, ever returning to the fold.  
 
In a very revealing comment, he remarked: "What people [himself] once 
thought might have been a short sharp economic battle, a short, sharp 
recession, is clearly turning into a longer-term process."  
 
In other words, the illusion that cuts could be carried out easily and 
swiftly, laying the basis later for a new sunny economic upswing and 
victory of the coalition parties in the next election, lies in ashes.  
 
This, in turn, has led to sharp clashes within the Lib Dems. The business 
secretary, Vince Cable, is waiting in the wings - and is clearly the 
favourite of what is left of the rank-and-file Liberal Democrats - ready to 



unseat Clegg.  
 
His supporters have been dubbed as the ’Continuity SDP’ - a comparison 
to the ’Continuity IRA’, which is in opposition to the Provisional IRA.  
 
The former Social Democratic Party merged with the Liberal Party in the 
1980s. Cable clearly is preparing the way for the demise of this 
government and its replacement, he hopes, with a coalition with New 
Labour.  
 
Incredibly, Peter Hain - himself once chair of the Young Liberals and 
probably acting as an outrider for Ed Miliband and the New Labour 
leadership - has actually urged New Labour to embrace such a coalition.  
 
New Labour is afraid of taking office alone because of the daunting 
economic problems caused by the crisis of capitalism.  
 
It is prepared to link up with the traitors of the SDP who split from the 
Labour Party when, at bottom, Labour was still a workers’ party.  
 
The ex-SDP faction is now perfectly at ease with the prospect of sharing 
power with a right-wing, pro-capitalist ’Labour’ Party that accepts cuts, 
etc.  
 
On the other hand, New Labour flirts with such a coalition because it 
could be used as an excuse for not acting in a radical fashion.  
 
Nor has the major partner in the government coalition, the Tory party, 
escaped internal strife. Half of all voters want Osborne removed with less 
than a third believing that he’s done a ’good job’.  
 
The right of the party has also been emboldened with their success in 
forcing Cameron to jettison the Liberal Democrats’ sacred cow of House 
of Lords reform.  
 
The Lib Dems retaliated by threatening to block the changes to electoral 
boundaries, which would give advantages to the Tories over the other 
parties.  
 
This prompted the Tory chairman of the 1922 backbenchers committee to 
declare that the coalition government would break up before the next 
election.  
 
More alarming from the government’s point of view is the growing 
opposition to the austerity measures which is coming from the grassroots 
of the Tory party itself.  



 
For instance, Tory councillors in Oxfordshire opposed the recently 
announced changes to council tax benefits, which will hit the poorest 
hardest, and have even threatened to refuse to implement it.  
 
The TUC is therefore presented with an exceptionally favourable 
opportunity to force an already shaky government into retreat and pave the 
way for an election and its downfall.  
 
However, to make this a reality - and much sooner than just before the 
next election - the TUC must mobilise in action for a 24-hour general 
strike as we spelt out in the previous issue of the Socialist.  
 
Alternative to austerity  
But also central to the campaign for the 20 October TUC demo and 
afterwards is the necessity for outlining a different road to that of the 
government’s dead-end policies. What is the alternative to austerity, a 
zombie economy in which 440,000 people are condemned to 
unemployment for the last two years, with 100,000 more young people 
thrown on the scrapheap since the coalition government came to power? 
What new road is promised to the sick and disabled, to the users of the 
NHS, by the cuts programme, which Osborne promised to increase 
because of the rise in the government deficit in the past period?  
 
Realising that an ideological gulf is beginning to open up between the 
mass of the British people - including the middle class - and the ruling 
class and its government, even capitalist economists are casting around for 
an alternative.  
 
A new form of Keynesianism - an attempt to stimulate the economy to 
include increased government expenditure - is being aired, even in 
journals like the Financial Times.  
 
For instance, Samuel Brittan - once a firm supporter of Thatcher’s 
monetarist policies - desperate to see some growth, has now swung around 
to advocating "helicopter money" as a means of stimulating the economy.  
 
Past measures which aimed to achieve this, such as quantitative easing 
(the buying up of financial assets from the banks and other private 
businesses) have failed.  
 
This additional largess from the government has ended up in the banks - 
clearing their deficits but also being used to engage in further speculation. 
The banks still refuse to lend and companies are reluctant to borrow.  
 
The advantage of Brittan’s approach, he claims, is that "helicopter money 



is available to those fit enough to pick it up". Keynes in the 1930s 
advocated something similar as a means of getting out of the economic 
depression, which involved burying pound notes in the ground, and 
leaving "it to the well-trained forces of self-interest to dig them up again"! 
 
Programme of public works  
These quack nostrums of capitalist economists indicate the seriousness of 
the crisis confronting them.  
 
They even favour a little bit of inflation - formerly heresy in capitalist 
economic circles - if this will get the economy moving.  
 
Even George Osborne - without admitting it - has flirted with a little bit of 
a plan B with the promised injection of between £40 billion - £50 billion 
in ’UK guarantees’ to be used to rebuild the infrastructure and help 
Britain’s moribund economy.  
 
This is a trifle - a drop in the ocean - against the background of a 
calamitous economic situation. It would hardly make a dent in the 
crumbling infrastructure of Britain or alter the dire prospects of the 
construction industry.  
 
Symptomatic of the collapse is the 70% drop in brick production since 
2007. This in turn reflects the virtual collapse of house building.  
 
In the 50 square miles of Tory-run Welwyn Hatfield council, also the 
constituency of the Conservative housing minister Grant Shapps, only 
three social homes are being built in the next three years! In the 25 
London boroughs only 4,000 social homes will be built between now and 
2015.  
 
What is required is a massive programme of public works to renovate 
housing - with the aim to build at least one million houses a year - repair 
and rebuild schools and the infrastructure, massively increase spending on 
education, etc.  
 
The TUC must formulate such a programme and link it to the campaign to 
defeat the government’s austerity. Such a programme is the minimum that 
is required for decent human existence.  
 
Yet an effective and substantial public works programme - combined with 
an increase in wages, which it is suggested will increase demand and 
therefore lessen the effects of the crisis - will be implacably opposed by 
the capitalists.  
 
Who pays? 



They and the Tories will shriek: ’How will you pay for it?’ Increased 
public expenditure on vital economic and social projects, not backed up 
by extra production of goods and services, particularly in a period of 
recession, bordering on depression, will ultimately have to be paid for in a 
number of ways.  
 
Increased taxes on the capitalists, which will have the effect of cutting 
their profits, and in turn could lead to them closing factories or seeking to 
move elsewhere, are one way.  
 
This is what is being threatened by the French capitalists in answer to the 
puny wealth tax proposals by the French president Hollande.  
 
On the other hand, increased taxes on the working and middle classes will 
have the effect of cutting the market and cancelling out the effects of the 
boost from increased spending elsewhere.  
 
Or it will lead the government to resort to the printing press, which will 
ultimately generate inflation and possibly introduce a new period of 
stagflation reminiscent of the 1970s.  
 
Keynes, whose ideas have once again become fashionable, is the 
economist most associated with the idea of boosting public expenditure to 
combat serious recessions or depression.  
 
However, in the 1930s the US was the only country with plump savings 
from the past, which were partially able, for a period, to offset the effects 
of the depression through the New Deal policies of President Franklin 
Roosevelt.  
 
This does not mean that a wealth tax or a programme of public works 
should be scrapped as ’unworkable’.  
 
But it does mean that the TUC and the labour movement must face up to 
the contradictions which flow from all attempts to maintain and improve 
the living standards of the working class in the midst of a devastating 
crisis of capitalism.  
 
Attempts to secure even minimal reforms, never mind a substantial 
reformist programme to change the lives of working people, come up 
against the inherent limits of capitalism, the system based upon production 
for profit and not social need.  
 
It poses the need to go further with the demand for nationalisation, under 
democratic workers’ control and management, of the banks and the 
summits of the financial system together with the big monopolies that 



dominate the great majority of the economy.  
 
It will also require control of all foreign trade, through democratic 
nationalisation of all incomings and outgoings, in order to prevent 
sabotage as big business will attempt to move its resources abroad.  
 
In short, in place of Osborne’s ’plan A’ we do not need a minimalist ’plan 
B’, as has been suggested, but a bold ’plan S’ for socialism.  
 
Every opportunity should now be taken - particularly in the run-up and the 
aftermath of the 20 October TUC demo - to discuss the real alternative to 
increasingly discredited capitalism.  
 
This is not the moth-eaten proposals of Miliband for a "good capitalism" 
in opposition to "predatory capitalism".  
 
No ’good capitalism’  
For all the victims of capitalism there is no "good capitalism" - those 
languishing on the dole queues, eking out an existence on poverty wages, 
young people threatened with working for nothing, unapologetic slavery, 
with Tory London mayor Boris Johnson acting as a boss overseer.  
 
It is crisis-ridden capitalism, a cold brutal capitalism, in the form of 
Osborne, denigrating, disparaging and persecuting the most vulnerable, 
that is the reality. This is the real face of the system.  
 
This is just one indication of how far removed from the trade unions the 
tops of New Labour have become, particularly for the rank and file.  
 
Miliband is even trying to seduce ’business people’ - who don’t even have 
to be Labour Party members - to become Labour parliamentary 
candidates! And yet the trade union leaders continue to pour money into 
the treasure chest of New Labour to the tune of millions of pounds.  
 
In fact, the trade unions now are the only ’benefactors’ for New Labour 
with Blair’s rich backers having jumped ship when Labour was ousted 
from office.  
 
But there is no possibility here of applying the maxim, "he who pays the 
piper calls the tune". The piper - the New Labour leadership - plays what 
ever discordant tune it likes! There is not even a demand for a New 
Labour government to completely eradicate from the statute books the 
brutal and vicious anti-union laws.  
 
And yet in every serious industrial dispute the bosses go running to the 
courts to use these laws. If New Labour will not even promise to eradicate 



vicious class-biased legislation, they do not deserve a penny of support 
from ordinary trade unionists.  
 
A new party - a mass-based working class party - should stand for a new 
road, for plan S for socialism.  
 
This should be an important part of the preparations for the mighty 
demonstration on 20 October, leading to a one-day national general strike 
- the date of which to be set by the congress of the TUC.  
http://www.socialistworld.net/doc/5924 
 
 

 

Jim Yong Kim Comes To Joburg 

 

 

 

But Will World Bank President Visit Marikana And Me dupi? 
Patrick Bond 6 September 2012 
 
“One of the things you learn as an anthropologist, you don’t come in and 
change the culture,” Dartmouth College President Jim Yong Kim told 
wealthy alumni when contemplating the institution’s notorious hazing 
practices, prior to Barack Obama’s request last February that he move to 
the World Bank. 
 
Kim’s Harvard doctorate and medical degree, his founding of the heroic 
NGO Partners in Health, and his directorship of the World Health 
Organisation’s AIDS division make him the best-educated, most humane 
Bank president yet. A decade ago, he co-edited the book Dying for 
Growth, pointing out that ‘Washington Consensus’ policies and projects 
had a sharply adverse impact on health. 
 
No better examples here can be found than two ‘minerals-energy 
complex’ investments approved by his predecessors Paul Wolfowitz in 
2006 and Robert Zoellick in 2010. Kim should pay a visit because both 
are within an hour’s drive of the Joburg-Pretoria megalopolis, whose ten 
million people live in the relatively barren area simply because of the 
gold’s discovery in 1886. 
 
Though nearly all gone now, gold built the continent’s largest industrial 
complex, spewing vast pollution and undergirding apartheid. The old 
mines wrecked the water system with Acid Mine Drainage, not to mention 
lives of hundreds of thousands of former workers now filing silicosis 
lawsuits against the mining houses, or similar numbers of HIV+ migrant 
workers and their wives back home in the old Bantustans or neighbouring 



countries. 
 
Mining is again wrecking worker health and creating socio-ecological 
chaos west of Joburg, at Marikana platinum mine, where the Bank’s 
International Finance Corporation invested $15 million in Lonmin to 
enhance ‘community development’. Wolfowitz authorized a further $135 
million in equity and debt, but the price of platinum crashed by two thirds 
in 2008, which made a further stake doubtful. 
 
Far greater banking profits were generated in the Bank’s biggest-ever 
project credit: the $3.75 billion Zoellick lent in April 2010, mainly for the 
construction of the third largest coal-fired power plant on earth, at 
Medupi. 
 
The social and environmental balance sheet immediately went into the 
red, not only because the loan was granted just 20 months prior to Durban 
hosting the United Nations COP17 climate summit, when last December 
Zoellick unsuccessfully requested that the Bank be given control of the 
potentially vast Green Climate Fund, with promised annual spending by 
2020 of $100 billion. 
 
Worse, the borrowing agent for Medupi was Eskom, which 
controversially bought billions of dollars worth of turbine boilers from 
Hitachi, in whose local subsidiary the African National Congress (ANC) 
held a quarter ‘Black Economic Empowerment’ share. In an obvious 
conflict of interest, Eskom’s chair, Valli Moosa, also sat on the ANC 
Finance Committee, drawing a rebuke of ‘improper conduct’ from the 
Public Protector. 
 
A substantial civil society coalition opposed Medupi, and the Bank’s own 
Inspection Panel slated the loan. Yet when announcing Kim’s visit last 
week, the Bank claimed that it “helps bring badly needed electricity to 
homes”. 
 
In reality, the 130 percent Eskom price increase from 2008-12 to pay for 
Medupi was borne not by the largest electricity consumer, BHP Billiton 
(which still gets the world’s cheapest power thanks to a 40-year 
apartheid-era deal), but by ordinary poor people. Power disconnections are 
now a leading cause of the surge in community protests, already at 
amongst the highest levels on earth. 
 
The Bank’s accompanying renewable energy credit to Medupi was a ‘fig 
leaf’, confessed Tufts University Professor William Moomaw, a 
consultant to the Medupi loan. 
 
And although according to the same Bank announcement, “The World 



Bank Group’s program in South Africa is still in early stages,” the 
relationship began in 1951, with huge loans to Eskom to supply white 
households while blacks got no electricity until the 1980s, thanks to 
prevailing apartheid restrictions. 
 
Kim is an optimist, pronouncing “Africa is truly taking off,” on the eve of 
his departure this week. But his own institution’s 2011 book, The 
Changing Wealth of Nations, measured capital not just in financial terms 
but also with respect to the minerals beneath the soil, to capture the 
genuine ‘wealth of nations’ in Africa. 
 
In the process, the continent’s ‘adjusted net savings’ was calculated at 
negative 7 percent per year mainly due to non-renewable resource 
extraction: “Africa is consuming more than its current net income. It can 
only do this by liquidating its [natural] capital, which will leave its 
citizens poorer and with less capacity to generate income in the years to 
come.” 
 
Herein Kim’s critical problem: extractive industries promoted by the Bank 
are creating Resource Curses in Marikana, Medupi and everywhere. The 
day after the massacre, the Washington-based Center for International 
Environmental Law called on Kim to revisit his stake in Lonmin and 
reconsider the extractives sector. 
 
If after this week’s trip, Kim decides to leave the toxic culture of SA’s 
minerals-energy complex unchanged, it will be yet another case of ‘dying 
for growth’: profits for multinational capital at the expense of people and 
planet.  
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Patrick Bond teaches development studies at the University of 
KwaZulu-Natal in Durban, where he directs the Centre for Civil Society 
(http://ccs.ukzn.ac.za) 
 
 

 

The Marikana Massacre 

 

 

 

Weizmann Hamilton 6 September 2012 
 
In the face of widespread anger, the National Prosecuting Authority 
(NPA) has been forced to drop the murder charges against the 270 miners 
arrested after the 16 August Marikana massacre and to release them. After 
repeated bail hearing postponements because of abuse of process by the 



NPA in bringing the accused miners to court in drips and drabs, violating 
their rights to due process, lawyers representing the arrested mine workers 
rights issued an ultimatum to Zuma to release the mineworkers by Sunday 
or face high court action. 170 miners will be released today. The NPA had 
already decided to lay charges of public violence, possession of dangerous 
weapons, possession of arms and ammunition as well as for an illegal 
gathering. 
 
The murder and attempted murder charges were the fuse that detonated a 
volcano of rage across the country producing splits within the ANC itself. 
Backed by ANC Parliamentary Chief Whip Mathole Motshekga, Justice 
Minister, Jeff Radebe, demanded an explanation from the NPA saying “he 
had no doubt that the NPA’s decision had induced a sense of shock, panic 
and confusion” amongst the public (Sunday Independent 02/0-9/12). 
 
ANC Treasurer General, Matthews Phosa, who had previously warned 
that mass unemployment particularly amongst the youth, contained the 
ingredients for SA’s own “Arab Spring”, weighed in with a stinging attack 
on the NPA saying, “Charging some of the role players ahead of a 
commission of inquiry, is contrary to the sub judice rule, reckless, 
incongruous and almost absurd – the consequences whereof are too 
ghastly to contemplate. We don’t need another Marikana.” 
 
Apart from the legal absurdity of the charges, which has further inflamed 
anger is the fact that the doctrine of common purpose is the same legal 
weapon the apartheid regime used against the anti-apartheid struggle. So 
outrageous was this decision to charge the survivors with the murder of 
those mowed down by the police live on television that even the Cosatu 
leadership, whose reaction to the massacre had hitherto been a cowardly 
adaption to the pressure from the discredited National Union of 
Mineworkers’ attempt to save face, was obliged to condemn the decision. 
 
That such a decision could even have been contemplated is an indication 
of just how far to the right the ANC government has been driven under 
Zuma. It was the NPA after all that ensured Zuma did not go follow his 
benefactor into jail for corruption by dropping charges on a spurious 
technicality in 2009. The NPA’s action comes barely weeks after the NPA 
removed a prosecutor who resisted pressure to drop corruption charges 
against two leading ANC figures in Kwa Zulu Natal – the heartland of 
Zuma support. The NPA in fact has no head – Zuma’ appointee, Menzi 
Simelane, having been removed after the Supreme Court of Appeals found 
that he was not a “fit and proper” to lead the NPA and that therefore his 
appointment was unconstitutional. In concert with a senior police official 
who stated that none of the arrested workers would ever be allowed to 
work at Lonmin again, the NPA action demonstrates the extent to which 
institutions of state under the ANC have acted as the private security 



agencies of the mining bosses -- exposing the role of the state machine 
under capitalism. 
 
Even more shocking is the mounting evidence of what had been clear 
from the onset: that the massacre was premeditated. The poisonous 
propaganda cloud that was released by the police, sections of the media, 
and the NUM immediately after the massacre to the effect that the police 
fired at the workers in self defence is beginning to dissipate as reports 
indicate that many of the workers were shot in the back as they were 
fleeing. 
 
Sunday paper City Press (02/09/12) visited the scene of the massacre 
accompanied by Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist, Greg Marinovich, who 
had first broken the news that there had been two theatres of battle. It 
found evidence supporting claims by survivors of the massacre that at 
least 14 bodies were found 300m away from Wonderkop -- the scene of 
the massacre that was filmed by television cameras -- at a place locals call 
Small Koppie. City Press had taken evidence they had found there to the 
Independent Police Investigative Directorate (Ipid) forcing its 
investigators to return to the scene. They found spent R1 rifle cartridges, 
police markers where bodies had fallen, blood markings and what 
appeared to be attempts to cover up the evidence. Workers told City Press 
that the workers at Small Koppie had fled there from the police but had 
been pursued by police and that armoured vehicles had crushed fleeing 
workers. 
 
Everything about the conduct of the Lonmin management, the government 
and the NUM itself suggests that a decision to drown the strike in blood 
had been taken at the highest level of government, the police and Lonmin 
management. Following a public undertaking live on SAFM on 15 August 
2012, by the Lonmin management, the NUM and AMCU to commence 
negotiations on the workers’ demands, AMCU turned up at the mine at 
9am on 16 August. When management eventually turned up, 90 minutes 
later, the AMCU were told that there would be no negotiations. 
“Everything is now in the hands of the generals.” Lonmin management 
told the AMCU delegation. 
 
Located several hundred metres away from the mine itself, and some 
distance from the nearest settlement, the workers gathered at Wonderkop 
posed no threat of any kind to the mine or to the settlement where many of 
them lived. The workers had armed themselves and retreated to 
Wonderkop not as an act of aggression but of self-defence following the 
killings in the mines that had already claimed 10 lives as mine 
management security and the NUM collaborated in an attempt to break a 
strike which had been called independently by the workers. 
 



Workers told the DSM that the strike had been led by an independent 
committee formed by the workers themselves following the NUM’s 
refusal to support the workers’ demands. This is confirmed by the stance 
taken by NUM general secretary, Frans Baleni, who earns R100 000 a 
month, denouncing the R12 500 a month demand by the workers as 
unreasonable. The workers told the DSM that when they approached the 
NUM office at the mine to discuss united action, the delegation was shot 
at killing two members of the committee. The mine management has a 
long bloody history of brutality towards workers in the mines who have 
the impertinence to try and break the chains of their oppression and 
exploitation. This was the basis for the decision to occupy the Wonderkop 
Hill. 
 
The fact that the state deployed not the Riot Police, but the South African 
Police Service Tactical Response Team armed with automatic R1 rifles, 
several armoured vehicles and razor wire indicates clearly that the 
massacre was premeditated. 
 
The ANC’s reaction to these events is a study of incomprehension and 
callous indifference. It has yet to issue a statement condemning the 
massacre. Newly appointed Police Commissioner, General Riah Phiyega 
told the police after the massacre that the “safety of the public is 
non-negotiable. Don’t be sorry over what happened.” Minerals and 
Energy Minister, Susan Shabangu, taking refuge behind the 
“independence” – something they routinely ignore -- of the prosecuting 
authority rejected calls for the miners to be released. In the immediate 
aftermath of the massacre, she initially refused to invite the rival union, 
Association of Mining and Construction Union (AMCU) to talks to restart 
negotiations on the workers’ demand. 
 
As expelled ANC Youth League president, Julius Malema, pointed out on 
radio this morning (Khaya FM), for a full 48 hours not a single ANC 
leader set foot in the area. Zuma himself, forced to cut short his visit to 
Mozambique as a result of the massacre, initially entered the area under 
cover of darkness as Malema pointed out, visiting only the injured in 
hospital, but not addressing the workers on the hill themselves. When he 
eventually could no longer justify his absence, the workers condemned 
Zuma’s failure to act with the urgency the situation demanded. Even when 
he announced the setting up of the Commission of Inquiry, Zuma made it 
clear he will not apportion blame – this from a president portrayed as the 
voice of the poor leading a party that claims rather clumsily to have a 
“working class bias” and strives to be a “disciplined force of the left”. 
 
The ANC is already bleeding, damaged by the deepening economic crisis, 
deep inequalities, the accumulating social problems of mass 
unemployment, crime, corruption, and the extreme embarrassment of not 



being able to deliver text books to state schools in several provinces more 
than three quarters into the school year, aggravated by faction fighting as 
the succession battle for the presidency leads to the ANC’s implosion. The 
insult of the common purpose charges, in spite of being dropped, has 
added to the deep political injury of the ANC has suffered at Marikana 
which claimed the real lives of the over 34 workers but resulted in the 
ANC dying just a little more as well. 
 
Now into their fourth week on strike, the Lonmin workers are standing 
firm in the face of enormous pressure to return to work. The Ministers of 
Labour, Minerals and Energy, the Commission for Conciliation Mediation 
and Arbitration and the SA Council of Churches are all involved in trying 
to persuade parties to sign a Peace Accord. AMCU has rejected this 
saying they are not at war with the NUM. They want negotiations on the 
workers demands to be the focus of mediation efforts. 
 
In the meantime, inspired by the resistance of the Marikana miners, the 
platinum mine revolt in the words of Business Day, has shifted to the gold 
sector, with 12,500 mine workers at Goldfield’s Kloof Driefontein 
complex downing tools illegally last Wednesday. 
 
These events pose a challenge to the organised working class as well. 
Cosatu’s silence before the Marikana massacre, induced by a reluctance to 
denounce the reactionary role played by its biggest affiliate, the NUM, 
merely served to embolden management. Had Cosatu come out in support 
of the workers demands before the event, and had prepared to mobilise 
solidarity action, it is ruled out that the Lonmin management and the 
police would have dared to act in the savage manner they did. Cosatu’s 
weakness invited the aggression of the bosses, the government and the 
state. 
 
A line in the sand has been drawn by the bloodied bones of the martyrs of 
Marikana. Beyond this lies the disintegration of the ANC and the tripartite 
alliance on the one hand and the enourmous possibilities, as the 
experience of the DSM’s intervention in Rustenburg, which preceded the 
events at Marikana, show, for the growth of socialist ideas and for support 
for the establishment of a mass workers party on a socialist programme.  
www.zcommunications.org 
 
 

 

Netherlands elections: Socialist Party polling strongly 

 

Socialist policies needed to oppose austerity and to win majority 



 

 

support! 
Pieter Brans, Socialist Alternative (CWI in Netherlands) Amsterdam 6 
September 2012 
 
Opinion polls ahead of the 12 September national elections in the 
Netherlands show that after an initial surge of support the Dutch Socialist 
Party (SP) is now losing ground in the polls to the Labour Party. Many 
commentators compared the SP’s likely initial success in the polls to the 
electoral gains of Syriza in Greece earlier this year; all part of an 
“anti-austerity uprising” across Europe. Despite the severe limitations of 
the SP leadership’s policies, an electoral result for the party on this scale 
would ring alarm bells amongst Europe’s ruling elites and the Troika 
(ECB, EU and IMF). It would also send a strong signal to working people 
that building an anti-austerity, Left alternative is possible.  
 
However following recent poor performances in TV debates by the SP 
leader, Emile Roemer, support for the SP has slipped and it is now tipped 
to win about 26 seats. In some polls, the Liberal Party and the Labour 
Party are now ahead of the SP. The Labour Party leader has shown that he 
is the more capable opponent of Prime Minister Rutte (Liberal Party). He 
has tacked slightly to the left on some issues, calling for more legal job 
protection and health care subsidies, no doubt to try and take support away 
from the SP. The media and Establishment are eagerly seizing this 
opportunity to promote the ‘moderate’ Labour Party ahead of the SP. If 
the SP comes in third place and does not do much better than in the 2006 
elections, there would be disappointment among workers and possibly a 
crisis in the SP.  
 
But the underlying facts remain: there is no prospect that the traditional 
parties will bring improvements or real changes to the lives of working 
people and the traditional pattern of voting is being shaken up. The 
Christian Democrats, the “natural governing party” of the Netherlands 
since the 1970s, may get no more than 12 seats after the elections on 12 
September.  
 
The main parties only promise cuts, to be more ‘pro-European Union’ (i.e. 
pro-big business), to give aid to the big banks, less social rights, less 
education and very importantly, less health care. The pace of carrying out 
these policies may differ somewhat between the parties but they all share 
the same objective.  
 
Geert Wilders’ populist right and anti-Islamist Freedom Party (PVV) has 
tried to also present itself as an alternative to the main parties. The 
Freedom Party is opposed to the European Union but it was responsible, 
along with other coalition parties, for the 18 billion euro worth of cuts in 
the previous coalition cabinet. Over the summer, the main election race 



was between the VVD and the SP, with the Freedom Party currently 
behind them both. Wilders’ party is now expected to take only 18 of the 
150 available seats in parliament, down on the 24 it won two years ago. 
Following its record in office, the Freedom Party’s right wing, populist 
propaganda - for example, on tax and Muslim headscarves - is failing to 
make the same impact in these elections. As austerity hits working people 
and middle classes, the big issues during the Dutch elections are the 
economy, health, social services and the euro-zone.  
 
Working people hope SP is different  
Many working people hope that the SP is something different. The SP 
says it is against cuts and the austerity policies of the European Union. Its 
leader, Emile Roemer, has said he is opposed to the last government’s 
plans to bring the budget deficit below 3% by 2013, through savage cuts 
in health and by freezing wages. Roemer also pledges to stop the 
retirement age being raised from 65 to 67 years, to increase public 
investment and to raise income tax from the rich. While these are 
relatively modest they have already earned the ire of the Dutch bosses and 
the EU elite.  
 
On Europe, Roemer says he will oppose a mooted ‘banking union’ and is 
against fining euro-zone countries that refuse to keep ‘balanced budgets’. 
Furthermore, Roemer claims he is prepared to confront Germany’s 
Chancellor Merkel and the European Commission on these issues.  
 
Looked at in detail, the SP leadership’s policies do not amount to bold 
socialist policies. For example, according to the Dutch Central Planning 
Bureau, the SP’s deficit target for 2013 is 2.7% of GDP, which is not far 
off Labour’s deficit target. Nor does the SP leadership call for the 
cancellation of Greece’s enormous debt burden but just that Greece is 
given more time to cut its deficit.  
 
But by stating that he opposes cuts at home and the Troika’s policies 
across Europe, Roemer has tapped into the mood of many Dutch working 
class people. A recent poll found that around 70% were against more cuts 
next year and instead want to see policies to invest in the economy. 
Support for Dutch membership of the EU has also fallen dramatically, 
from 76% in 2010 to just 58% now. The once seemingly strong Dutch 
economy, a key part of the German-dominated Benelux countries, is now 
looking vulnerable. It is estimated it will shrink by 1% this year. 
Unemployment rose from 4.3% last year to 5.3% today. Working people 
are hit by government spending cuts and tax hikes. House prices are 
falling steeply, further denting spending by Dutch households, which are 
burdened by some of the largest mortgage debts in Europe. The country’s 
triple-A rating on government debt is now under pressure, with Moody’s 
speculating that it may need downgrading.  



 
A large victory for the SP would be a blow to the main parties and the 
interests of the ruling class. Socialist Alternative (CWI Netherlands) calls 
for a vote for the SP but also calls on working people to become active in 
the SP and to put pressure inside and outside of it, to insist that Roemer 
and the party leadership stick to their promises. This requires the SP 
adopting genuinely open and democratic structures if it is to attract new 
layers of workers and youth. The trade union movement has unfortunately 
failed seriously in the fight against the cuts. A large SP vote would be the 
most important obstacle, so far, to the austerity policy of any new 
government.  
 
Ruling elite and media promote ‘reliable’ Labour Party   
This is why the ruling elite and the media are trying to push the ‘reliable’ 
Labour Party as an alternative to the SP. They hope that people will have 
forgotten that it was former Labour leader and minister of Finance, Bos, 
who saved the big banks with hundreds of millions of euros in 2008. The 
leadership of the Labour Party is now in the hands of Diederik Samson, 
who is an effective debater. It has become very difficult to predict the 
results of the elections. In the absence of any substancial political debate, 
TV performances and incidents play an important role in determining 
peoples’ preferences.  
 
But with a strong SP in opposition, the Left can benefit further. The SP 
could have the potential to develop as a real political alternative, 
particularly as voters get quickly frustrated with a cuts-making coalition. 
The SP can then take the lead in opposition to the cuts. The Freedom 
Party, with its racist ideas and its responsibility for making earlier cuts, is 
less attractive than previous. By leading the resistance against cuts, the SP 
can increase its mass support. Its electoral support can be converted to 
active support for the stated goals of the party, a ‘socialist’ society. In this 
way, a majority government of the SP, on the basis of a socialist 
programme, could be realized at the next elections.  
 
Socialist Alternative calls for the Dutch Socialist Party to win support 
from working people, the unemployed and youth by boldly opposing cuts 
and the erosion of the welfare state, and by putting forward a clear 
socialist alternative: jobs for all, a properly funded education and health 
service, decent and affordable housing, opposition to imperialist wars and 
so on. By bringing the big banks and main planks of the economy into 
public ownership, under the democratic control and management of 
working people, the huge resources of society be employed to meet the 
needs of working-class people.  
 
Working people have nothing to gain from the often chauvinistic manner 
in which the SP leadership presents its opposition to EU ‘bail-outs’ for 



Greece and other countries. Unless the SP puts forward bold socialist 
policies and the unions decisively lead resistance to cuts and appeal for 
working-class unity, in the Netherlands and across Europe, the Freedom 
Party or other right wing, populist, anti-immigrant forces can grow, posing 
a real danger to workers’ unity.  
www.socialistworld.net 
 
 

 

Mass Murder of Miners and Neo-Liberalism in South Africa 

 

 

 

 
More at The Real News 
 
Vishwas Satgar Pt2: The murder of striking miners reveals that the 
deep apartheid pattern of the labor market, particularly in the mining 
industry, has not changed  
 
Vishwas Satgar interviewed by Paul Jay 3 September 2012 
 
PAUL JAY, SENIOR EDITOR, TRNN:  Welcome back to The Real 
News Network. I'm Paul Jay in Baltimore. 
 
This is a continuation of our report on the killings of African miners. 
Thirty-four African miners were killed by police, and then, following that, 
270 miners were charged with the murder of the other miners. Now we're 
going to discuss a little more about the broader implications of what this 
means for the nature of South African society. 
 
So joining us again from Johannesburg is Vishwash Satgar. He's an 
activist in South Africa for the past 28 years. He currently is organizing a 
solidarity with the Marikana miners organization or movement. He's a 
senior lecturer at the University of Witwatersrand. Thanks again for 
joining us, Vishwas. 
 
VISHWAS SATGAR, SENIOR LECTURER, UNIV. OF THE 
WITWATERSRAND:  Thank you. Thank you for having me. 
 
JAY:  Let's pull back a bit, and look at the context here. So there's a new 
union that's been formed, which is confronting the older, more traditional 
miners union. The accusation is that the older union is very allied with the 
government, ANC government, and the ANC government, the accusations 
are, are more concerned about pleasing foreign mining investors than 
dealing with the demands of these miners. So give us—so the strike of 



these miners really hits at the core of how the ANC is governing. And 
explain further, please. 
 
SATGAR:  Let's just talk a little bit about what's at the core of the South 
African economy today and then kind of get to the unions. Basically, 
post-apartheid South Africa, its entire economy is still anchored in what is 
called the minerals-energy complex. And that's essentially the sort of 
mining base of the South African economy. Post-apartheid South Africa 
has—deindustrializing as it's liberalized and has embraced sort of 
neoliberal policies. So a lot of the kind of homegrown wealth, if you like, 
is generated still from the mining complex in South Africa. 
 
Now, that means that the stakes are very, very high when there is so-called 
instability in the sort of minerals-energy complex in South Africa. The 
National Union of Mineworkers is one of the most powerful unions in the 
country. It's an affiliate of the Congress of South African Trade Unions. It 
really comes into its own in the early '80s and really makes its mark in the 
context of the national liberation struggle. In 1987 there's a very big 
mineworkers strike in South Africa, and that really helped propel some of 
the shift towards a negotiated transition. 
 
But beyond that, I mean, the National Union of Mineworkers has also 
provided top leadership for the African National Congress post-1994. 
Many of their general secretaries have become general secretaries of the 
ANC. The current sitting deputy president of the country was a former 
secretary general of the National Union of Mineworkers. The current 
general secretary of the African National Congress was the former general 
secretary of the National Union of Mineworkers. 
 
The National Union of Mineworkers, it would seem, has attempted to play 
a role in the post-apartheid context to address some of the racialized 
dimensions of the labor market. For instance, it has actively championed 
the need for employment equity in the workplace. It has attempted to push 
for greater health and safety issues. 
 
However, when it comes down to really looking at what happened to the 
labor process and what's going on in mining today, it would seem 
increasingly that the National Union of Mineworkers has in a sense 
disconnected from its worker base. 
 
JAY:  So this disillusionment of the miners with the traditional miners 
union leadership, and by implication with the ANC, and their willingness 
to have such a direct confrontation with the union leadership and with the 
state, this must be a great challenge to the ANC. So what does this tell us 
about what's next for South Africa and for these miners? 
 



SATGAR:  This whole moment throws off, for me, three very important 
issues. The first is a recognition that the deep apartheid pattern of the 
labor market, particularly in the mining industry, has really not changed or 
transformed. Ironically, under an ANC government, the sort of deeply 
inscribed inequalities in the labor market have continued. And that brings 
to the fore a big and sharp challenge to all of us. 
 
I think the second big issue is around the trend of violence. The violence 
in Marikana has deep roots in South African society. Violence between 
the state and its citizens are taking place in various locales. Our media is 
not capturing this, various movements that are finding voice of the poor in 
informal settlements and so on. And as they rise up to demand service 
delivery and so on, there seems to be an increasing pattern of a state 
violent response to this. So, again, this throws up a very serious challenge 
to us as a society on how to really deal with the state violent response to 
civil protest and democratic struggles by its citizens. 
 
The third crucial issue here is really the future of our democracy, 'cause 
that's really what's at stake here. As I've mentioned previously, the state 
response to the Marikana issue seems still to be one laced with impunity. 
It seems to be still one laced with coercion. And it's really raising a whole 
host of questions about where our democratic institutions are going. 
 
JAY:  Now, I would guess if—the argument from the ANC will be that 
South Africa needs to be competitive in this globalized economy, that 
South Africa needs foreign investors, it needs them to have confidence in 
the mines, the mines need to produce, a certain amount of royalties go to 
the South African society, that's where things are, and these miners are 
being unrealistic, and this new union is just causing trouble. Are these the 
kind of arguments we're hearing from the ANC? And if so, how do you 
deal with them? 
 
SATGAR:  Clearly, yeah, the minister of mining, when she went onto 
television, both national and international, clearly it was very much about 
placating investors. But there are a few issues here. The one is that if you 
really look closely at the inequalities underpinning this particular issue, 
there is really wide apartheid inequalities at play here. From the numbers 
that are coming out, it would seem that the central executive office of 
Lonmin mine takes home almost ZAR 1.2 million rands a month. Okay? 
Now, this is leaving aside bonuses and a whole host of other non-wage 
benefits. 
 
And so, basically, you know, you're dealing with a situation here of the 1 
percent, to use a language familiar in the U.S. context, versus the rest. I 
mean, the mine workers, most of these rock drillers are at the core phase 
of the most difficult job in the mining industry. Most of them earn around 



ZAR 4,000 or less—and that's—again, this is information that's coming 
out in payslips, etc., that workers are being able to put into the public 
arena. There are incentives, etc., but most of them really don't earn more 
than 4,000-odd rands. So their demand to close this gap is a very, very 
important demand. 
 
Now, the ANC, in this context in which it has basically managed a 
neo-liberalized economy over the past 18 years, has deepened these 
inequalities. So, you know, the whole illusion that, you know, foreign 
investors are really going to come into the country and bring about 
dramatic change is actually a false idea and assumption. 
 
The second point to make here is that the ANC has been instrumental in 
bringing about a modern industrial relations system. And we have very 
modern labor relations machinery and institutions in the South African 
context. It's quite tragic that with such a barrage of important labor 
standards and laws, that the ANC labor minister did not intervene much 
earlier in this situation. 
 
Right now there is no centralized bargaining around platinum in South 
Africa. The discontent of the workers have been expressing themselves 
around a whole host of struggles around platinum. In February this year 
[unintel.] another large platinum mine, there has been a major battle by 
workers, which basically, again, dislocated the National Union of 
Mineworkers. I mean, the signs were there. There could have been a 
ministerial intervention much earlier to deal with this and to ensure that 
South Africa continues implementing its progressive labor standards. 
 
In this context, again, you know, the ANC has to come clear with the 
society. I mean, is it investors at all costs, at the expense of labor 
standards, which its ally, the Congress of South African Trade Unions, 
and the labor movement more generally, has fought for and has won? 
 
JAY:  Now, COSATU, the central trade union congress in South Africa, 
where are they on all this? They've been, you know, more independent 
than perhaps some of the individual unions have been at the ANC. Where 
are they on what's happened in the miners massacre? 
 
SATGAR:  COSATU is a very divided union federation right now. The 
political battles inside the ANC, the factional battles inside the ANC, are 
also factional battles inside COSATU. And these battles are really coming 
to a head. The kind of muted responses that we've got from COSATU or, 
rather, very cautious responses or industrial relations centered responses 
have really begun to show an unwillingness of COSATU to really pose 
the hard questions to the state. It's clear from all the evidence that's come 
out in the public arena that the state has a case to answer for the murder of 



these workers. But yet COSATU has not unequivocally called on the state 
to really explain its conduct. 
 
Secondly, I mean, COSATU currently has embraced this idea of some 
kind of peace accord process. It's continued with its rhetoric of vilifying 
sort of the independent unions that are emerging. It's not really clear 
whether this is a useful approach as well, because for many observers, 
including workers who talk about the peace process (tonight I was at a 
meeting), they basically feel this peace processes is merely an attempt to 
block or prevent the miners from spreading the strike across the platinum 
belt. 
 
So right now COSATU's really in a difficult place. They are having a big 
congress in September. It's around the corner, actually. And there's going 
to be serious battles for leadership. And clearly, you know, one faction 
vying for the leadership wants COSATU to lock itself more into the 
alliance, and particularly have direct representation onto the national 
executive committee of the ruling party. That will spell the end of the 
independence of COSATU. 
 
JAY:  Now, this struggle and this massacre brings into light something 
which isn't new, but I guess it becomes even more apparent in these 
moments, which is: the underlying philosophy or theory of the economy at 
ANC really isn't working very well, which is, if you have the development 
of a black elite, it would be a sort of a trickle-down effect, and it doesn't 
seem to be trickling down, as trickle-down hasn't trickled down anywhere 
else either. Is that right? And then what? 
 
SATGAR:  I mean, the ANC, yes, correct, has embraced a neoliberal 
economic model, has opened up this economy, liberalized, and so on. And 
the most they can show for it in terms of delivery is a social grant system 
(and currently we have over 15 million people on the social grant system) 
mainly targeting the old-age and children. It also can show for itself some 
delivery around housing. But, you know, a lot of the apartheid pattern of 
urban and spatial development has continued with ANC housing delivery. 
 
I mean, beyond this, you know, the ANC is really in a cul-de-sac in terms 
of where it takes the South African economy. It's just had a recent policy 
conference, and it is trying to rethink some of the kind of policy choices 
it's putting forward. But in the main currently there's a new growth path 
document, there's a new national development plan that it's put on the 
table, there's a new industrial policy framework. And when you really 
look at all of these policy frameworks, none of them question the macro 
parameters that South Africa has been kind of locked into for the past 18 
years. 
 



Secondly, all of these kind of thrusts failed to recognize that the biggest 
stumbling block to transformation in South Africa is the state itself. The 
South African state has very uneven capacity in it, and actually it's 
actually failing and coming short in many, many respects. And I would 
argue that's because we really haven't built the capacity in a state that can 
take on board all its promises and requirements for this economy. 
 
I think the third challenge facing the ANC and all its policy propositions 
to South Africa is the fact that Walmart is coming. Actually, Walmart has 
already bought out the biggest retailer in South Africa, and it's clear in that 
context that South Africa's going to witness increasing deindustrialization, 
as Walmart sucks in cheaper imports, as it squeezes out through price 
competition competitors in the South African market. 
 
So I think a lot of these things are working against the ANC, and I really 
don't think they have an answer for the way forward. 
 
JAY:  Okay. Well, this is obviously just the beginning of a very 
complicated conversation. So we'll come back to you sometime next week 
or in the next week or two, especially after we know what's happening 
more with the miners. We'll continue this deconstruction or examination 
of current South African society. Thanks very much for joining us, 
Vishwas. 
 
SATGAR:  Thank you, Paul. Goodnight. 
 
JAY:  And thank you for joining us on The Real News Network. 
therealnews.com 
 
Vishwas Satgar has been a grass roots activist in South Africa for the past 
28 years. He is currently engaged in supporting the Solidarity Economy 
Movement in township communities, supporting food sovereignty 
campaigning , climate jobs campaigning and defending popular 
democracy in South Africa. His academic interests include a focus on 
African political economy, Empire and Global crisis, Green Global 
political Economy and Transnational Alternatives. He is a Senior Lecturer 
at the Univesity of the Witwatersrand. 

 

 
 
Striking South African Miners Charged with Murder  
 
Major challenge to ANC government after reports that many miners 
were shot in the back, and now murder charges against other miners, 
no police charged  



 
More at The Real News 
 
Vishwas Satgar interviewed by Paul Jay 31 August 2012 
 
PAUL JAY, SENIOR EDITOR, TRNN:  Welcome to The Real News 
Network. I'm Paul Jay in Baltimore. 
 
On August 16 in South Africa, at the Lonmin mine in Marikana, police 
killed 34 miners who were on strike amongst hundreds in a confrontation 
with police. A postmortem exam, according to a local television station, 
revealed that most of the miners killed were shot in the back while they 
were fleeing police, not as they were, according to the police, about to 
surround and attack the police.  
 
Now there have been charges laid for these murders. Two hundred and 
seventy miners were charged in the deaths, and no policemen.  
 
Now joining us to help us make sense of all of this is Vishwas Satgar. He's 
a grassroots activist in South Africa for the past 28 years and he's a senior 
lecturer at the University of Witwatersrand. And he's recently helped form 
something called Solidarity with the Marikana Minors. Thanks for joining 
us. 
 
VISHWAS SATGAR, SENIOR LECTURER, UNIV. OF THE 
WITWATERSRAND:  Thanks. And thanks for having me. 
 
JAY:  So lead us through the basic story here first of all, just to kick it off. 
If I understand it correctly, miners were on strike for higher wages. There 
is a division within the unions. There's a newer, more militant union and 
an older, people would say, less militant union allied with the ANC 
government, and this confrontation develops. So give us the context of 
what happened, and then we'll get into how it is that the miners get 
charged and not the police. 
 
SATGAR:  Yeah. I mean, all these essential facts you point to are key, but 
we just need to take a step back to sort of August 9, when workers at this 
particular mine, particularly the rock drillers, came together to really think 
crucially about their work situation and then, of course, make a demand to 
the management. The management response to their immediate demand 
for higher wages was to suggest some kind of minimal back pay. In the 
minds of the workers this really meant that, you know, this mine was a 
cash cow and, you know, the management could respond in a more 
serious way to this substantive proposal. 
 
This then snowballed since August 9, with the workers first marching to 



the National Union of Mineworkers office, which many of these workers 
were members of and probably still are. On their way to the offices of the 
National Union of Mineworkers, they were shot at, according to, and 
allegedly, by members of the National Union of Mineworkers. This led to 
the death of two workers. 
 
Subsequently this just spirals. Two security guards are killed. Two 
policemen are killed. Another six workers are killed. 
 
And then the infamous day of August 16, where the workers gather on a 
location, on a little mountain, what is called a koppie in South Africa, 
close or adjacent to the mine. The mine calls in a rival union to the 
National Union of Mineworkers called AMCU and basically tries to get 
AMCU to try and pull these workers off the koppie and get them back in 
to work. AMCU tries. They go and speak to the workers. And that is 
unsuccessful. The National Union of Mineworkers also around this time 
tries to speak to these workers. 
 
And one of the issues, material facts here that rarely comes out in the sort 
of witness accounts and the narrative by the workers themselves is that 
they were addressed by the president of the National Union of 
Mineworkers while he was inside a police armored vehicle. And that 
really also irked them and angered them, and while in a context in which 
they were completely surrounded on this hilltop. 
 
Subsequently, it would seem—and this is based on an academic 
reconstruction of what happened on August 16 done by a professor at the 
University of Johannesburg. He essentially went to the site and 
interviewed various workers and witnesses and put together the sequence 
of things. And what seems to emerge from this picture is that the police 
surrounded these workers, they put barbed wire fence, razor wire fence 
around the perimeter, they left a very narrow opening for these workers, 
and basically opened fire with tear gas and rubber bullets. The workers 
then ran for the one and only opening they could see in the barbed wire 
fence. 
 
Now, a lot of media coverage shows this particular scene and it comes 
across as though the police are on the retreat and the workers are attacking 
offensively. But actually it's seen from—according to the professor at the 
University of Johannesburg, this was the only opening left for those 
workers. And at least about ten of them were gunned down at that 
entrance or that opening. 
 
Now, there are other kind of bits of information coming together and are 
now beginning to come to light in the public arena. It would seem that 
most of the workers ran in the opposite direction while—from the top of 



the koppie or the mountain, and they were then gunned down 
systematically in cold blood in different locations. A journalist link to the 
Maverick Magazine today has basically carefully documented the various 
sites where these workers were killed and basically has put out the story 
that, you know, in the difficult rocky crevices and so on, this is where 
mineworkers were shot. At the same time, there are reports coming out 
increasingly from eyewitness accounts that many of these workers were 
also run over by police motorized or armored vehicles. So this is basically 
the kind of picture that's beginning to emerge around the facts and the 
details. 
 
JAY:  This seems systematic. It seems like the police were given—what's 
the word?—some direction on this. Or should I say, does it seem police 
[were] out of control? But it seems like there's more going on here than 
that. 
 
SATGAR:  Well, on August 17—and this, again, is according to 
newspaper accounts and some eyewitness accounts that the senior police 
commissioner of the area basically made a public statement that they were 
going to stop the strike. In addition, the National Union of Mineworkers 
made a public call on national radio and national news for the police to 
intervene and deal with the situation and the violence. So the kind of 
perception created is that this clearly was an orchestrated, a planned sort 
of attack by the police. 
 
Also, just the precision around which they kind of surrounded the whole 
area, the way they kind of intervened, the kind of firepower—I mean, you 
know, there were helicopters, there were armored vehicles, I mean, just 
many, many police in the area. And apparently, according to even the 
head, the president of AMCU, who spoke at a public meeting, he was 
quite taken aback by the scale at which the police were handling this 
operation. Initially, after he made his appeal to the workers to come down 
and end the strike, they walked away from the situation and they passed 
what seemed like a very sophisticated sort of command center. 
 
JAY:  Okay. So I don't quite get this, what happened on Thursday, then. 
We have evidence that the postmortem examination of the bodies are that 
most of the miners that were killed were actually running away. You say 
there's evidence now from this professor that they were actually sort of 
kettled, in a way, with barbed wire and led towards the police. And then 
the miners get charged, 270 miners get charged with the deaths of the 
other miners. What's the logic there? 
 
SATGAR:  Well, actually, it's illogical, but it does point to a deepening 
crisis of our postapartheid democracy. 
 



There are four elements to the state response post the Marikana massacre. 
The first response has been to continue a heavy police presence in and 
around the communities that make up the Marikana area. And that has 
also led to a lot of police harassment.  
 
The second element of the response has been the state president of the 
country, Jacob Zuma, announcing a judicial commission of inquiry, 
headed up by three judges. He's defined the terms of reference, which is 
important, but also has certain limitations. 
 
The third element has been [for] the state to call for a peace court process. 
Right now in the town of Rustenburg is an attempt by the minister of labor 
to sit down with the unions and hammer out some kind of peace 
agreement. 
 
The fourth element in this whole equation has been the charging of the 
mine workers that are currently in police custody with the murder of their 
colleagues. 
 
Now, this all really doesn't add up. Increasingly, it would seem that what's 
at heart of the state response is really an attempt to stop the kind of 
demands, the kind of worker militancy from spreading throughout the 
platinum belts right now. So there's a lot of doublespeak coming out of 
government. It doesn't add up, it doesn't make sense, and really the 
government is not contributing to a climate of trust. There is deep 
skepticism on the ground within the community about the intentions of the 
South African [crosstalk] 
 
JAY:  And what are these miners actually charged with? 
 
SATGAR:  Well, that's the thing. They're charged with the murder of their 
34 colleagues. 
 
JAY:  But they use some law about—that because they were there in 
common purpose, they created the scene where the police shot—they're 
responsible. I mean, it's something along these lines? 
 
SATGAR:  Yeah. I mean, it's—I'm no lawyer, but, I mean, clearly they're 
trying to kind of construct a legal argument or a legal case, you know, 
trying to kind of, you know, pin it on them collectively. They had a 
common intention, a common purpose. 
 
 
But, you know, again, this—the whole thing about the charging is 
embroiled in a larger kind of political battle. The workers themselves went 
to the police station, and this together with Julius Malema, the former 



Youth League president in South Africa, ANC Youth League president, 
and he, together with the workers, charged the police for murder. Now, it 
would seem that the state response is a counter to this, and it's really 
beginning to become a tit-for-tat issue, sadly, in this situation. 
 
 
JAY:  We're going to do a part two of this interview where we step back 
and look at the bigger picture, at the conflict amongst this new and more 
militant union challenging the older traditional union allied with the ANC, 
and then what this incident of the shooting of the miners has sparked in 
South Africa, which is a whole examination of the state of inequality and 
the state of ANC leadership. And the whole neoliberal policies of South 
Africa are now under a new kind of examination. So part two of our 
interview is going to take us there. So please join us for that on The Real 
News Network. 
therealnews.com 
 
Vishwas Satgar has been a grass roots activist in South Africa for the past 
28 years. He is currently engaged in supporting the Solidarity Economy 
Movement in township communities, supporting food sovereignty 
campaigning , climate jobs campaigning and defending popular 
democracy in South Africa. His academic interests include a focus on 
African political economy, Empire and Global crisis, Green Global 
political Economy and Transnational Alternatives. He is a Senior Lecturer 
at the Univesity of the Witwatersrand. 
 
 

 

Can ANC’s mining bias be reversed? 

 

 

 

Sampie Terreblanche’s new book begs for change 
Patrick Bond 28 August 2012 
 
Could Lonmin have paid its workers more, after a decade of prosperity, to 
avoid sinking South Africa into one of the worst calamities in corporate 
history? 
 
Though a bit lower today, platinum prices had soared 300 percent from 
early 2000s levels; loosened exchange controls let profits flow to London 
headquarters; Ernst & Young rated ‘sustainable development’ at Lonmin 
‘excellent’ and the World Bank made a $150 million commitment to 
support the firm’s gender, AIDS and community investment at Marikana – 
both vital mine-wash in the event that embarrassing research on 
exploitation caught the attention of journalists or campaigners. 



 
The local police were apparently in Lonmin’s pocket; its ‘sweetheart 
union’ kept workers in check; former worker-leader Cyril Ramaphosa was 
on its board; and a quarter of its labour force was outsourced. In spite of a 
Congress of SA Trade Unions demand to eradicate labour brokers, the 
president’s son Duduzane and the Gupta family friends run a large 
company supplying the platinum industry with cheap workers, so no 
change was feared there. 
 
As for mining nationalization campaigning by the ANC Youth League, 
Julius Malema was driven out – in part by Ramaphosa – and the Chamber 
of Mines neutralized the threat when it ‘supported the ANC research work 
intellectually and financially and privately lobbied a number of the key 
stakeholders,’ as chief executive Bheki Sibiya acknowledged. 
 
In this cozy context, impatient greed resulted in a slaughter of its workers 
– who were not even on the company’s property – and then with classic 
insensitivity, Lonwin issued a ‘back to work or be fired’ order just as 
mourning began.  
 
But the damage goes back far beyond this nightmare fortnight. To learn 
why Marikana is not just an aberration of South Africa’s 
‘Minerals-Energy Complex’ (MEC), read Stellenbosch economics 
professor emeritus Sampie Terreblanche’s brand new book, Lost in 
Transformation.  
 
In fewer than 150 pages, the former Broederbond insider unveils why the 
African National Congress embraced policies that made the lower half of 
the society much poorer: ‘There can be little doubt that the secret 
negotiations between the MEC and a leadership core of the ANC were 
mainly responsible for the ideological somersault of the ANC.’ 
 
Finally, says Terreblanche, ‘the MEC was satisfied that the ANC was 
boxed in sufficiently on economic issues in the secret negotiations, and so 
informed the National Party on 26 September 1992 that it could accept the 
sunset clauses’ that Joe Slovo offered to cement the elite transition. 
 
As further evidence of capitulation to the MEC, Pik Botha was offered the 
mining ministry from 1994-99, followed by corporate lawyer Penuell 
Maduna – who then became the main local opponent of black South 
Africans’ reparations lawsuits in the US courts.  
 
Says Terreblanche, ‘As the MEC was almost uninterruptedly in cahoots 
with white governments before 1994, there are indications that it and other 
corporations are again too closely in cahoots with the ANC government.’ 
That damage includes ‘South Africa's position as a neocolonial satellite of 



the American-led neoliberal empire since 1994’.  
 
Is relief on the way? Not from the Finance Ministry, for while Pravin 
Gordhan’s ‘huge increase in infrastructure investment that was announced 
in the March 2012 budget is long overdue,’ remarks Terreblanche, it will 
‘be spent on infrastructural projects that would facilitate the export of 
minerals’ – thus amplifying social and ecological crises – rather than 
durable projects to end poverty, unemployment and inequality. 
 
Moreover, he alleges, Trevor Manuel’s National Development Plan is 
‘superficial and naïve. Why has the Commission not concentrated on the 
unequal power relations, the unequal property relations and the unequal 
opportunities that are making the new South Africa society a very unjust 
society’ … along with the ‘power shifts that took place during the 
transformation process which aggravated social injustice in South Africa?’ 
 
With its ‘fairy-tale targets’, the Plan ‘is actually a carefully crafted 
ideological propaganda document’ whose purpose ‘is to lull the general 
public, and especially the impoverished majority, into contentment.’ 
Thanks to Manuel’s ‘wishful thinking’, says Terreblanche, ‘the plight of 
the poor and the unemployed will remain unresolved – and could become 
even more severe.’ 
 
Resistance will have to stiffen outside the ruling party. Even if Cosatu 
failed members and society this month, Terreblanche recalls, ‘Churches 
played a strategic role in the struggle against apartheid. Why are the 
churches not conducting an open war on behalf of those that are 
undeservedly poor and against those that are undeservedly rich?’ In the 
nick of time, the Bench Marks Foundation led by Bishop Joe Seoka 
became a bastion of reason, as Lonmin and its allies began covering up 
the deep-seated Marikana misdeeds. 
 
I regained optimism after reading this powerful book, because with a 
voice of Terreblanche’s experience and intolerance for injustice, with 
renewed awareness about how the MEC corrupts our economy and 
environment, with sustained outrage at corruption, with revulsion at 
widespread police brutality, and with growing solidarity for the victims of 
the Marikana Massacre, surely there must now be a way to undo our 
liberation party’s world-historic sell-out? 

 

 
 
Terreblanche tackles crony capitalism – but is ‘social democracy’ the 
solution? 
Review of Lost in Transformation for Amandla! 



Patrick Bond 
 
Sampie Terreblanche’s brief (150pp) new book Lost in Transformation 
adds to our understanding of the ‘Americanisation’ of South Africa’s 
economy, and forces new questions about a future, necessary transition to 
socialism.  
 
Though the eloquent 79 year old is an absolutely invaluable ally to SA’s 
independent left, that’s not what Terreblanche wants, is it – he’s a 
‘social-democratic capitalist’ (he declares). His heart is apparently broken: 
in spite of a few welfarist gestures and corporatist-oriented labour laws, 
the African National Congress elite made policy and alliance choices that 
strengthened the Minerals-Energy Complex (MEC), introduced 
financialisation and allowed capital flight, hastened deindustrialization, 
and amplified poverty, unemployment and inequality. 
 
Together, these ‘introduce almost unbearable tensions into the viability of 
our democratic system,’ he argues. True, and the book was published at 
exactly the same time as the Marikana massacre. But can those tensions 
and social forces now mobilizing, be marshaled into structural changes? 
To arrive at an answer may require a different analysis.  
 
But we can go a long way with Terreblanche’s book, because there are 
two special talents he brings, aside from a fluid writing style. The book 
feels like a down-to-earth lecture to his Stellenbosch economics students, 
an antidote to all the orthodox arguments they imbibe. The first talent is 
his sweeping view of long waves of accumulation. The second is his 
insider perspective on our transition from racial to class apartheid. 
 
His periodisation of SA political-economic history emphasizes the leading 
political power blocs and their accumulation strategy: the Dutch East 
India Company rule until 1795, British colonialism until 1910, the MEC 
prior to 1948, and the MEC after 1948. The latter era witnessed the 
emergence of verligte (enlightened) Afrikaners, in part through changing 
self-interests. Terreblanche observes, ‘When one of the major 
Johannesburg mining houses, the General Mining and Finance 
Corporation [Gencor], got into difficulties in 1964, Oppenheimer's 
Anglo-American took it over and offered it to Sanlam’ to win friends in 
Pretoria. 
 
(In a blazing conflict of interest, Gencor was later allowed to escape SA 
by Finance Minister Derek Keys, purchase Shell’s Billiton, and merge 
with Australian-based BHP – and is now the world’s largest mining 
house, responsible for SA’s energy crisis thanks to its guzzling Richards 
Bay aluminium smelters which receive the world’s cheapest electricity, as 
just one durable residue of this verligte economic agenda.) 



 
While verkramptes in the civil service, agriculture and labour-intensive 
businesses opposed reform, says Terreblanche, ‘From the mid-1960s there 
was growing cooperation between the emerging Afrikaner corporate 
sector and the established English business sector under the leadership of 
the MEC. In the 1980s the white business sector co-opted the National 
Party in its desperate attempts to solve its accumulation crisis.’ 
 
That means, he argues, ‘As the accumulation crisis deepened, the effective 
government shifted towards the MEC, which orchestrated the 
transformation process from 1986 onwards.’ But Terreblanche helped 
birth transformation too, alongside a few other Afrikaner intellectuals, 
launching ‘talks-about-talks’ from 1987-89. At that point Sanlam 
insurance company executives kicked him off the verligte team because of 
his redistributive orientation. 
 
Why 1986 as the break-point for apartheid? Terreblanche notes four 
geopolitical conjuctures: the Chernobyl nuclear power plant disaster 
unveiled Soviet incompetence and thus hastened the end of the Cold War; 
PW Botha’s comprehensive state of emergency; US Congressional 
anti-apartheid sanctions; and the Reagan/Gorbachev summit in Iceland. 
Recalls Terreblanche, Gorbachev then ‘put pressure on the ANC in exile 
to seek a negotiated settlement.’  
 
Another critical moment was after Botha’s stroke in mid-1989 when 
Margaret Thatcher arm-twisted FW de Klerk to release Nelson Mandela 
and unban liberation movements. De Klerk kept the lid on the pressure 
cooker during the country’s longest-ever depression, from 1989-93, by 
more than doubling the budget deficit, which Terreblanche terms ‘reckless 
white plundering in the final years of white supremacy.’ 
 
This was the period of rapidly-declining East Bloc power and Ronald 
Reagan’s reassertion of Washington’s imperial project, resulting in our 
‘lost transformation’, says Terreblanche: ‘The Americanisation of the SA 
politico-economic system during the transformation of 1994-96 was based 
on the wrong ideological premises, on the wrong power structures, and put 
SA on the wrong development path… integrated into the criminalised 
global structures.’ 
 
What, though, about social-democratic aspirations of the ANC 
government as reflected in the Constitution? ‘It is sad that the realisation 
of these important social and economic rights has been made dependent 
on the judgment of technocratically-orientated ministers of finance,’ 
Terreblanche rebuts.  
 
As for the government’s expansion of apartheid-era child grants and 



pensions (though at lower payment levels than non-Africans got prior to 
1994): ‘The fact that about 14 million people receive grants from the 
government is most laudable for without these grants their poverty would 
have been unbearable.’  
 
‘Most laudable’? Or is this better described, simply, as deracialisation of 
the inherited system – as in so many other ways the transformation 
represents continuities not change. In any case, the fiscal cost of greater 
social spending since 1994 as a percentage of GDP has only been around 
4 percent, hardly a welfare state in the making. 
 
Genuine change would cost more, and to his credit, Terreblanche has 
always argued for a wealth tax, along with reparations to be paid by 
foreign companies that profited from apartheid. But he refuses to tackle 
the ownership of the means of production – a shame, given how quickly 
the word ‘nationalisation’ got back into mainstream discussions after the 
ANC Youth League’s recent campaign. But no mention here, much less 
the rigorous discussion we hunger for. 
 
As do most social democrats, Terreblanche offers a moral critique of ‘the 
conspicuous consumption, the wastefulness, the greediness’ by both elite 
whites and a few blacks: ‘judged against the misery and deprivation of so 
many poor people, we have no alternative but to be shocked at the 
vulgarity and the repulsiveness of the lifestyle of the rich.’ 
 
But a Marxist critique would go much deeper. [1] For Terreblanche, ‘The 
economic problems experienced by the US from 1968 until the early 
1980s could be regarded as the result of imperial overstretch, as the 
country's commitment to public expenditure became so great that it had an 
impact on the continued productive vigour of the private sector.’  
 
No, the Marxist position is the opposite: declining rates of profit and 
stagnation (and declining competitiveness) in the private productive sector 
– an ‘overaccumulation crisis’ – underlie the broader processes of 
globalization (i.e. intensified imperialism), renewed class war and 
neoliberal public policies. 
 
By citing Giovanni Arrighi, Jim Blaut, Ferdinand Braudel and David 
Harvey on global trends, and drawing on Samantha Ashman, Ben Fine 
and Dan O'Meara for local economic critique, Terreblanche is certainly 
not unfamiliar with Marxist analysis. But his next great work, a 
world-historical survey of inequality, should more explicitly grapple with 
Kapital’s crisis theory, instead of leaving it entirely alone. 
 
Still, the critique of SA capitalism is otherwise sound, the moral outrage is 
uplifting, and the timing could not be better, to remind SA’s 1% that 



Sampie Terreblanche has again unveiled how and why they got lost in 
transformation. 
 
 

 

Spain's Robin Hood Mayor and Landless Peasants Battle Bankers 

 

 

 

 
More at The Real News 
 
The Real News Network 5 September 2012 
 
In Southern Spain, Juan Manuel Sánchez Gordillo, mayor of the small 
town of Marinaleda, is helping organize a growing protest movement 
against the austerity measures imposed by the Spanish government. 
Sánchez Gordillo and the landless peasants that follow him are at the 
forefront of demonstrations seeking a radical change in the country's 
economic policies in response to the country's worsening crisis. 
 
 

 

Exposing the Job Creator Fraud 

 

 

 

Paul Buchheit 4 September 2012 
 
With cunning and contempt and catechismal fervor the super-rich have 
argued that all money should move to the top, where it will be used to 
stimulate the economy and create jobs. But they ignore the facts that prove 
them wrong. And it doesn't take much to prove them wrong. 
 
1. First, a look at the success of the super-rich: Money has quickly 
moved to the top 
Based on IRS figures, the richest 1% nearly tripled its share of America's 
after-tax income from 1980 to 2006. That's an extra trillion dollars a year. 
Then, in the first year after the 2008 recession, they took 93% of all the 
new income. 
 
Wealth is even more skewed. The richest 10% own 83% of financial 
wealth, which they've skillfully arranged to be taxed at just 15%, 
ostensibly because they pump that money back into job-creating ventures. 
More on that misconception later. 



 
Conservatives claim that wealth inequality has remained steady for the 
richest Americans. But data from Edward Wolff shows that the excess 
wealth was simply redistributed among the rest of the top 5%, who saw 
their share of America's net worth increase by 18 percent from 1983 to 
2007. It was also noted by Sam Pizzigati that much of the top-level wealth 
was socked away tax-free overseas, a fact largely confirmed by a Tax 
Justice Network study. 
 
2. Corporations are just as successful: profits have doubled, taxes cut 
in half  
While corporate profits have doubled to $1.9 trillion in less than ten years, 
the corporate income tax rate, which for thirty years hovered around the 
20-25% level, suddenly dropped to 10% after the recession. The biggest 
firms basically said "We're not paying." 
 
That's a half-trillion dollars a year unpaid by the very companies who 
have successfully convinced much of America that their tax rates are too 
high. 
 
The tax they actually pay is very low relative to other countries. U.S. 
corporations paid a smaller rate of income taxes than all but two of the 
OECD countries analyzed by the Office of Management and Budget and 
the Census Bureau. A Treasury report agreed, noting that the Tax/GDP 
rate for U.S. companies was 35% lower than the OECD average from 
2000 to 2005. 
 
Corporations even pay less than low-wage American workers. On their 
2011 profits of $1.97 trillion, corporations paid $181 billion in federal 
income taxes (9%) and $40 billion in state income taxes (2%), for a total 
income tax burden of 11%. The poorest 20% of American citizens pay 
17.4% in federal, state, and local taxes. 
 
3. Some Non-Job-Creation Facts 
The Wall Street Journal noted in 2009 that the Bush tax cuts led to the 
"worst track record for jobs in recorded history." 25 million people remain 
unemployed or underemployed, with 30 to 50 percent of recent college 
graduates in one of those categories. Among unemployed workers, nearly 
43 percent have been without a job for six months or longer. 
 
For the jobs that remain, most are low-paying, with the only real 
employment growth occurring in retail sales and food preparation. A 
recent report by the National Employment Law Project confirms that 
lower-wage occupations (up to about $14 per hour) accounted for 21 
percent of recession losses and 58 percent of recovery growth, while 
mid-wage occupations (between $14 and $21 per hour) accounted for 60 



percent of recession losses and only 22 percent of recovery growth. 
 
The minimum wage is shamefully low, about 30% lower than the 
inflation-adjusted 1968 figure. And the tiny pay can't be blamed on small 
business. Two-thirds of America's low-wage workers, according to 
another National Employment Law Project report, work for companies 
that have at least 100 employees. 
 
All these job woes persist while productivity has continued to grow, with 
an 80% increase since 1973 as median worker pay has stagnated. 
 
4. So what are the "job creators" doing with all their money? 
Over 90% of the assets owned by millionaires are held in a combination of 
low-risk investments (bonds and cash), the stock market, and real estate. 
Business startup costs made up less than 1% of the investments of high net 
worth individuals in North America in 2011. 
 
Perhaps, instead, they're building businesses on their own? No. Only 3 
percent of the CEOs, upper management, and financial professionals were 
entrepreneurs in 2005, even though they made up about 60 percent of the 
richest .1% of Americans. A recent study found that less than 1 percent of 
all entrepreneurs came from very rich or very poor backgrounds. They 
come from the middle class. 
 
That deserves repeating. Entrepreneurs come from the middle class. 
 
Not surprisingly, then, since the middle class has been depleted by the 
steady accumulation of wealth at the top, the number of entrepreneurs per 
capita has decreased 53% since 1977, and the number of self-employed 
Americans has decreased 20% since 1991. 
 
5. Big business is even worse at job creation 
First of all, the cash holdings for non-financial U.S. firms increased to 
$1.24 trillion in 2011, with about 57 percent of it stashed overseas. 
Commerce Department figures show that U.S. companies cut their work 
forces by 2.9 million from 2000 to 2009 while increasing overseas 
employment by 2.4 million. 
 
The top holders of cash, including Apple and Google and Intel and Coca 
Cola and Chevron, are also spending their money on stock buybacks 
(which increase stock option prices), dividends to investors, and 
subsidiary acquisitions. According to Bloomberg, share repurchasing is at 
one of its highest levels in 25 years. 
 
6. The Big Fraud: Tax us less, and the jobs will come 
Despite their unwillingness to invest in jobs, and even in the face of 



damning evidence against their tax myths, the super-rich fight like 
wildcats at any suggestion that they support the country that provided their 
wealth. Way back in 1984, right after the Reagan tax cuts, the U.S. 
Treasury Department came to the obvious but belated conclusion that tax 
cuts cause a loss of revenue. A 2006 Treasury Department study found 
that extending the Bush tax cuts would have no beneficial effect on the 
U.S. economy. Other sources have confirmed that economic growth was 
fastest in years with relatively high top marginal tax rates. 
 
Ample evidence exists to show that no relationship exists between the 
capital gains tax rate and investment. As noted in the Washington Post, 
"The top tax rate on investment income has bounced up and down over 
the past 80 years - from as high as 39.9 percent in 1977 to just 15 percent 
today - yet investment just appears to grow with the cycle, seemingly 
unaffected." In fact, the low rate may even have a negative effect on 
growth.  
 
A Congressional Research Service report states: "Capital gains tax rate 
increases appear to increase public saving and may have little or no effect 
on private saving. Consequently, capital gains tax increases likely have a 
positive overall impact on national saving and investment." 
 
7. So what becomes of the jobs? 
Corporations are hoarding over a trillion dollars. The richest 1% take a 
trillion dollars a year more than productivity-based earnings since 1980. 
Over eight trillion untaxed dollars is being hidden overseas. 
 
That's a present value of ten trillion misdirected dollars. Just 1/10 of that 
would create 25 million jobs, one for every unemployed or 
underemployed worker in America. Or a $45,000 a year job for every 
college student in the United States. 
 
But the people who call themselves "job creators" do nothing to make that 
happen. 
www.zcommunications.org 
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India’s Auto Giant Seeks to Crush Independent Union 



 

 

 

Immanuel Ness 3 September 2012 
 
An Indian auto plant wracked by violence in July reopened last week, with 
almost all 2,500 full-time and casual workers at the plant barred from 
entering. 
 
The union and its community allies responded Monday by picketing the 
chairman of Japan’s Suzuki Motor Corporation when he visited the plant. 
 
Maruti Suzuki India, a subsidiary of the Japanese company, is the largest 
auto producer in the subcontinent. On July 18 an altercation between a 
supervisor and a worker at its Manesar plant, southwest of New Delhi, 
was allowed to escalate. 
 
Union leaders say that a supervisor insulted a Dalit worker (formerly 
called “untouchables”). When the worker protested, he was suspended. 
When workers and union reps went to the HR office, managers refused to 
listen and brought in a firm that specializes in supplying thugs in labor 
disputes. 
 
Union members say these thugs provoked, threatened, and ultimately 
unleashed mayhem in the plant. Parts of the factory were set on fire and 
one manager was burned to death; no determination of responsibility has 
been made. The melee left more than 100 managerial staff severely 
injured. 
 
The state police then closed the plant and filed a report naming 55 
workers, including the entire union leadership, and “500/600 others.” 
Using the report as blanket authority, the state police arrested any worker 
they could find who was remotely connected to the Suzuki plant. That 
night 91 were arrested, though none were present in the plant when the 
incident occurred. 
 
Management and the state authorities charge workers with participating in 
violence and destroying property, which union supporters say is highly 
exaggerated. 
 
The Suzuki subsidiary then officially locked out all the workers. CEO 
R.C. Bhargava said 500 permanent workers were fired. 
 
Ironically, as the plant reopened August 21, Bhargava said the company 
will now stop relying on the contract workers who had made up at least 
half the workforce—a chief demand of the union. 
 
For years, Maruti Suzuki has thwarted Indian labor law, which protects 



full-time workers by preventing their replacement with contract laborers 
paid a fraction of the wage for identical work. 
 
The boss, however, has no intention of rehiring the fired contract laborers 
who were engaged in the organizing. Contract workers in the plant have 
repeatedly supported the full-time workers in their struggle to establish an 
independent union. 
 
Bhargava said contract workers would be tested for possible hiring in as 
permanent employees. As the company slowly ramps up from 300 
workers to full capacity, though, it is possible that a majority of all the 
workers will be permanently replaced. 
 
Government Aid to Management 
Authorities in Haryana state are supporting Maruti Suzuki’s efforts to 
restart the production line by providing 500 state police, ostensibly for 
security. In addition, the company has organized a militia of 100 guards to 
prevent workers from engaging in action. The Gurgaon district police are 
also helping, issuing summonses to all workers served with termination 
notices and threatening them not to challenge their illegal firings. 
 
The latest ploy is for police and management representatives to show up at 
fired workers’ homes, demanding they sign resignation letters, in case the 
required government approval for mass terminations does not surface. 
 
The government continues to refuse to recognize the National Trade 
Union Initiative, a labor federation, to represent independent unions 
throughout India. 
 
Meanwhile, the police have arrested and imprisoned more than 140 Maruti 
workers and are seeking to arrest anyone who opposes the terminations or 
seeks to rebuild the union. Imprisoned workers have been tortured by 
prison guards, according to Rakhi Sehgal, vice president of an NTUI 
affiliate and a coordinator of a group supporting the Maruti Suzuki 
workers. 
 
Sehgal reports that another 22 workers are being targeted for arrest: “those 
workers who have been the backbone of the internal union movement,” 
including “coordinators” who were the liaisons between shop floor 
workers and union leaders. 
 
“The major aim of these continuing police raids,” Sehgal said, “is to 
destroy the independent union and then set up a management-controlled 
union” similar to one in Maruti Suzuki’s second auto plant. 
 
The lockout has galvanized public attention. A supporters’ group has 



organized protests that have brought thousands to demonstrations in 
Manesar demanding the immediate release of the workers. 
 
In the aftermath of the lockout, Ameresh Mishra, a political analyst of 
social movements in India, said the events signal that a “new form of class 
solidarity is emerging.” 
 
Before the assault, workers had already formed alliances with villagers. In 
response to the 500 corporate thugs that management called on to kick 
workers out, the workers gathered 5,000 workers and community 
members to demonstrate. 
 
“What management calls ‘outside elements,’” Mishra said, “are relatives 
and neighbors from the same villages where workers also live.” 
 
Community Solidarity  
The Manesar workers maintain strong ties of solidarity in the community, 
as workers live in the surrounding neighborhoods. These ties were strong 
enough to sustain a 13-day sit-down strike in June 2011. The outcome was 
an uneasy standoff between workers and management. 
 
But for the first time in company history Maruti was forced to take back 
workers it had fired. 
This victory energized the workers and renewed their efforts to form an 
independent union. 
 
Their efforts were thwarted, however, when the Labor Department 
rejected their application for union registration—in blatant collusion with 
management. In August 2011, management locked workers out, 
demanding they sign a “good conduct bond.” 
 
Workers went back to work last fall when management agreed to reinstate 
64 full-time workers and, after a second short occupation, casual workers 
it had fired for supporting the union. 
 
Management also agreed to establish a “grievance and labor welfare 
committee” but forced 30 workers, including the entire union leadership, 
to take a retirement settlement and leave the company. 
 
Dawn of Independent Union Movement 
The Maruti Suzuki Workers Union is one of many unions forming in 
India’s new industrial belts near New Delhi and in Gujarat, a region that 
has become a center of worker self-organization and autonomous, 
democratic unions. The struggles have extended to other multinational 
auto manufacturers, including Honda, Tata, and Hyundai. 
 



Indian workers on the whole are underemployed and work too few hours 
to earn enough for food, shelter, health care, and education. To make 
matters worse, since the early 1990s India has adopted neoliberal policies 
that encouraged foreign investment for new, non-union factories. These 
plants have significantly eroded working conditions and the power of 
traditional unions, which had been formed and controlled by left political 
parties often without worker participation in decision-making. 
 
The unions could not count on parliamentary agreements to defend 
working conditions, and the weakness of the unions contributed to the 
declining power of the left parties, as demonstrated by their substantial 
defeats in the 2011 and 2012 elections. 
 
Unions now represent only 7 percent of all workers in formal enterprises, 
and less if casual workers are taken into account. Unions are irrelevant for 
most workers in new industries, though worker self-organizing has 
expanded dramatically in the last five years. 
 
According to Satyaki Roy, professor at the Institute for Studies in 
Industrial Development, due to lax enforcement, about half of all 
unionized workers in major agreements are considered “casual workers” 
and are not covered by the contract, earning a fraction of the officially 
negotiated rate. 
 
In this situation, independent unions have sprung up. The New Trade 
Union Initiative is a national federation of independent unions formed in 
2006 which is leading the struggle to end the use of “irregular” contract 
workers in core production processes, a practice that contravenes a 1970 
law. 
 
The NTUI member unions face severe employer opposition and the heavy 
arm of government. Frequently, state governments unleash their own 
police and security apparatus to quell strikes and other efforts to organize 
democratic unions. 
 
NTUI and other labor allies are continuing to organize protests calling on 
Suzuki to reinstate the fired workers and release jailed union activists. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
 

 

Voter Suppression: The "Schurick Doctrine"  

 

And The Unravelling Of American Democracy 



 

 

Ruth Rosen 30 August 2012 
 
How will the American Presidential election be won in November 2012? 
By the Republicans buying the election? Perhaps. But money cannot 
always buy an election. That is why Republicans have spent the last 4-6 
years passing a spate of voter suppression laws in “swing states” that will 
make it more difficult and costly for the young, the elderly, minorities, 
union members and single and elderly women to cast a vote for Barack 
Obama. 
 
Although the Republican effort is not exactly a secret, few Americans are 
discussing it with the urgency it deserves. The nonpartisan Brennan 
Center for Justice at the New York University School of Law says that 
since the start of 2011, 16 states—which account for 214 electoral 
votes—have passed restrictive voting laws. Each law is different: some 
curb voter registration drives; others require new and costly forms of 
identification; and still others insist that voters produce government-issued 
photo IDs at the polls. The Brennan Center also points out that: 
 
“[T]he scope of the suppression movement and its potential impact are 
staggering ... as many as 11 percent of eligible voters—roughly 21 million 
Americans—lack current, unexpired government-issued photo IDs. The 
percentages are even higher among seniors, African-Americans and other 
minorities, the working poor, the disabled and students—constituencies 
that traditionally skew Democratic and whose disenfranchisement could 
prove decisive in any close election.” 
 
The American Civil Liberties Union and other civil rights groups have 
been trying to gain injunctions against laws passed by 
Republican-dominated state legislatures, but with mixed success. 
 
The Republicans argue they are preventing voter fraud. But is there a 
significant amount of voter fraud? Or is this a partisan effort to find a 
solution to a problem that doesn’t exist? The Bush administration spent 
five years (2002 to 2007) searching for voter fraud and found only 86 
cases. The Brennan Center for Justice, as well as the ACLU, have also 
found infinitesimal instances of voter fraud. 
 
The sudden need for unexpired passports, the demand for 
government-issued photo identification, is simply a flagrant way of 
suppressing the votes of those who are more likely to vote Obama. The 
new identification requirements make it difficult, if not impossible, for 
some citizens to exercise their constitutional right to vote. In some states 
poll hours have been expanded for likely Republican voters and decreased 
for probable Democratic voters. Many elderly people no longer have their 
birth certificates. Many minorities and young people don’t own cars and 



therefore don’t have driving licenses. Young people often don’t have 
access to any of these records when they live far away from their parents. 
But those who vote by absentee ballot—suburban voters who tend to be 
independents or Republicans—are not required to have photo IDs. 
Ironically, this from a country that has consistently—in the name of 
liberty and freedom—refused to force its citizens to carry identifications 
cards. 
 
What few critics seem to realize is that women—who constitute at least 
half of all these targeted groups and who vote more often than men—will 
be even more disenfranchised. Ever since 1980, African American women 
have been decisive in creating a gender gap that has helped elect 
Democratic Presidents. And in 2012, these women—in addition to single 
and elderly women—may be prevented from protecting Obama’s 
signature health care program, women’s reproductive rights, the right to 
abortion, funds for Planned Parenthood, and Social Security and 
Medicare—the very safety net that the Romney/Ryan Republican ticket 
has campaigned to eliminate or change in fundamental ways. 
 
Consider the case of Viviette Applewhite, a 93-year old resident of 
Pennsylvania. She marched with Martin Luther King Jr. but cannot get a 
photo ID because all her papers were stolen from her purse. On three 
occasions she has tried to obtain a birth certificate from The 
Pennsylvania’s Division of Vital Records. Although she paid the fees, she 
never received one. Now, a newly engaged lawyer has been trying, once 
again, to obtain her birth certificate. On July 25, 2012, however, the 
Pennsylvania court upheld the law that may very likely prohibit her from 
voting.  
 
Republicans are thrilled by their successful effort at suppressing women’s 
votes, particularly those from African American women. The conservative 
radio host Rush Limbaugh recently said “When women got the right to 
vote is when it all went downhill because that’s when votes started being 
cast with emotion and maternal instincts….”  
 
Earlier, in 2007, the conservative Fox news guest and celebrity pundit 
Ann Coulter told the New York Observer, “If we took away women's 
right to vote, we'd never have to worry about another Democratic 
president. It's kind of a pipe dream, it's a personal fantasy of mine, but I 
don't think it's going to happen. And it is a good way of making the point 
that women are voting so stupidly, at least single women.”  
 
Now her dream may be coming true. By choosing Paul Ryan as his Vice 
Presidential running mate, Mitt Romney has shown his true agenda. 
Although Romney has flip-flopped repeatedly on women’s issues, Ryan is 
a standard bearer for a budget proposal that would ban common forms of 



contraception and eliminate abortion. He also voted to end funding for 
Planned Parenthood and against the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act of 2009 
that promoted fairness in the work place for women. Both men have 
repeatedly said they are against Obama’s affordable care health program. 
In addition, Ryan has repeatedly said he wants to eliminate Medicare, the 
popular medical insurance for the elderly, and Social Security—the 
country’s only safety net for seniors without pensions. 
 
Other Republicans have similarly gloated about how voter suppression 
will elect Mitt Romney. According to one news report, “Former Florida 
GOP Chairman Jim Greer (currently under indictment for stealing party 
funds) acknowledged in a deposition that a 2009 Republican party 
meeting included discussions about ‘voter suppression and keeping blacks 
from voting.’” The report also revealed that “In December, Paul Schurick, 
a top aide to former Maryland Gov. Bob Ehrlich, was convicted of 
election fraud for using automated phone calls to suppress the 
African-American vote during Mr. Ehrlich's unsuccessful 2010 bid." 
Entered into evidence was one consultant’s memo that described a 
"Schurick Doctrine" to "promote confusion, emotionalism and frustration 
among African-American Democrats." 
 
The Republicans know exactly what they are doing and they have been 
astonishingly successful at creating different ways of suppressing votes 
that might re-elect the President. In an August 16th editorial, The New 
York Times criticized a Pennsylvania judge for upholding a 
Republican-backed voter ID law “that could disenfranchise hundreds of 
thousands of poor and minority state residents in November.” The judge 
acknowledged that he “was aware of the remark made by Michael Turzai, 
The Pennsylvania House Republican leader, that the voter ID requirement 
would win the state for Mitt Romney in November” but then, in an 
outrageous defense of his decision, said that no proof existed that other 
legislators agreed with Turzai. The editorial ended with this ominous 
warning: “Many voters won’t be able to participate in the democratic 
process any longer. Some won’t show up at the polls, unwilling to leap the 
hurdles placed before them, while others will try to vote and find their 
ballots rejected. This lawsuit was an opportunity to sweep away barriers to 
full citizen ship.” 
 
This is hardly the first time the supposedly greatest democracy on earth 
has suppressed voting. After the Civil War, the South passed Jim Crow 
literacy and poll tax laws to keep African Americans from voting until the 
passage of the Voting Rights Act in 1965. The United States, moreover, is 
one of the few nations that prevents former felons, in some states, from 
voting for the rest of their lives. In 2004, 5.3 million Americans were 
denied the right to vote because of previous felony convictions. In the 
2000 election, former convicted felons in Florida---disproportionably 



African American---were prohibited from voting. They would have put Al 
Gore in the White House. 
 
Civil Right advocates rightly call this disenfranchisement our new Jim 
Crow laws. 
 
Across the country, civil rights groups continue to sue states that have 
passed laws to suppress voters, something that still may surprise a great 
number of Americans, not to mention the rest of the world. Meanwhile, 
the election looms closer and people who cannot meet the new 
requirements get fed up, feel helpless, and are less likely to go to the 
polling place on Election Day. 
 
So this is America in 2012, a democracy in rapid decline. On August 21, 
TalkingPoints Memo reported that: 
 
“The GOP platform committee adopted language on Tuesday supporting 
states that have passed voter ID and proof of citizenship laws. The 
citizenship amendment, proposed by Kansas Secretary of State Kris 
Kobach (R), would support laws that make voters prove their citizenship 
before they are allowed on the voter rolls.” 
 
When the Supreme Court decided in a landmark case that the First 
Amendment allowed corporations and unions to give any amount of 
money to candidates, they turned elections into a arms race for campaign 
donations. The suppression of voters is the final unraveling of what used 
to be viewed as a democratic nation. 
 
It is not too soon to ask the international community to monitor the 2012 
American election. This is an emergency.  
www.zcommunications.org 
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Venezuela’s workers' control movement 
Ewan Robertson 29 August 2012 
 
Walking into the plush corporate style boardroom, I greeted workers  
from the Grafitos del Orinoco factory before sitting down to conduct the 
interview. On the white board next to the door, the latest decision of  
the workers’ factory assembly was still in evidence: whether to pay  
themselves an end of year bonus. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the workers had 



reached an almost unanimous consensus, with only one of the factory's  
fifty-five workers not in favour. 
 
The sound of meat sizzling on the barbeque, salsa music and laughter  
drifted in from the factory yard below. It was the December 2011  
Christmas party for workers and their families, and they had plenty to  
celebrate. By their own admission, after a long struggle against the  
former boss and a trial and error learning process in self-management,  
the workers at Grafitos had succeeded in consolidating one of the most  
advanced and successful worker-run factories in the Guyana region,  
eastern Venezuela. I had previously visited the factory with activists  
in April 2011, and as part of an investigation into the workers' control  
movement in the region, had returned to see how the workers at Grafitos  
were getting on.[i]  
 
The struggle for workers' control in Grafitos began in early 2009, when 
the former boss refused to negotiate a new collective contract with the 
workers’ union and tried to close the factory, taking the machinery  
with him. In response, the workers began a factory occupation which  
lasted eight months. For economic reasons many workers had to abandon  
the struggle, with only 18 remaining in occupation when the Venezuelan  
government intervened in favour of the workers. The Venezuelan labour  
ministry released a “decree of temporary occupation for the reactivation 
of the company”, which in effect awarded the factory to the workers to  
manage as they saw fit. 
 
The workforce then debated how the factory should be run, and decided 
that the aim should be a model of collective self-management by the  
workers themselves: workers' control. “We said that workers' control was  
that workers controlled the factory”, explained Henry Escalon, the  
elected company president. Escalon’s position exists only to fulfil the  
legal obligation of having a company president, as he himself likes to  
make clear. 
 
A workers council was installed, which from September 2010 debated  
how to organise the workers’ control of the factory. Escalon and the  
other workers described to me how at first they had been unprepared for  
self-management. One of the mistakes that had been made was the attempt 
to make every decision in a factory assembly with all the workers, which 
is the “sovereign” decision making body at Grafitos. This proved  
inefficient and “wore out” workers, with Escalon emphasising that  
“holding an assembly to agree to buy a screw, no, that’s falling into  
the abyss”. Yet, in the process of debating and trying different models  
“we learnt as we went along”. 
 
Through this process of trial and error, the Grafitos workers arrived 



at their current model of collective management. While the factory  
assembly of all workers remains the sovereign decision making body,  
committees are chosen from among the workers to focus on specific areas 
of the factory, such as finance and production. A commission can also be 
set up to look into a specific issue or problem. Escalon himself has a  
committee of eight workers watching over his actions to ensure  
accountability. Every three months the factory assembly meets, where the 
commissions and the company president report back to the general  
assembly, and the factory trade union can also introduce proposals, for  
example on pay and conditions. 
 
The key decisions are made in the assembly, and every worker has a  
voice and a vote. Cited examples of decisions taken include making an  
investment into buying a bus to provide transport for the workers, and  
agreeing on costs upon which the graphite parts the factory produces  
will be sold to the nationalised Sidor steel plant, Grafitos’ main  
client. “It’s to say that here, nothing is done without the workers, all 
the workers have a minimum or maximum level of participation,”  
explained one of the committee members, Cesar Barreto. Also, every  
worker is paid the same (before, the factory boss earned 15 times that  
of a worker), from the “president” to the cleaner, and workers can  
change positions if they wish, helping to overcome the division between  
manual and intellectual labour. 
 
Indeed, the workers feel they have managed to develop a management  
model that allows workers to democratically organise themselves, and  
they are willing to support other factories in a similar position, as  
part of Venezuela’s wider workers' control movement. “There are other  
experiences of fellow comrades on the national level, [but] I think we  
are one of the most important workers' controlled companies in 
Venezuela,  
and we are available to accompany fellow workers in the same conflict to 
keep advancing this idea [of workers' control],” said Cesar Barreto. 
 
Sitting comfortably in the boardroom where in the past they could  
only enter with the permission of the factory owner, workers described  
economic, psychological and community benefits to the democratic 
worker  
control model of factory management, compared with the old hierarchical  
capitalist model under the boss. Spurred on by a sense of common  
ownership, the workers have been able to raise production (they informed 
me in April 2011 that they had just broken their production record).  
With this, and equal and rising pay enjoyed by each worker, their  
material quality of life has increased. Workers have, for the first  
time, managed to get mortgages for a house or own a car, and have  
enjoyed new benefits such as Christmas bonuses and benefits to buy toys  



for their children. 
 
Yet more than just material benefits, there have been value-based  
gains and an increase in the quality of the working environment,  
including a growing sense that the workers are part of a common project  
linked to the wider industries of the region. “We no longer come just to 
sell our labour power for eight hours. We’re part of a hub that boosts  
the production of the basic industries [of Guayana]…we have raised  
consciousness, and gained a sense of belonging,” said Escalon. Cesar  
Barreto conveyed how the relationship between workers had changed,  
saying “before there was persecution by the boss. Now there is freedom.  
The sense of fellowship, in comparison with other companies, has been  
strengthened”. To illustrate their point the workers gave me the example 
of when one of their colleagues suffered an accident in November 2011.  
 
All workers gave two days salary to help him with his recovery, a  
gesture “from the heart,” as one worker present put it. In the opinion  
of Barreto “this solidarity and comradeship that’s been constructing  
itself is really valuable and important” for working life in the  
factory. 
 
Another change has been the role of the factory in the community. As 
Barreto explained, “Apart from improving the workers’ quality of life,  
we want to contribute to society, seeing that the resources we produce  
are geared toward society”. Along with supplying Venezuela’s  
nationalised industries and politically supporting other workers' control  
projects, Grafitos allocates a portion of its resources to various  
community and social causes. These include grants to community groups,  
funding for school equipment, and donations to international causes such 
as helping refugees in Haiti after the January 2010 earthquake. 
 
Beyond the sometimes tricky process of developing their worker  
control model, the factory has faced economic, political and legal  
challenges. Economically, the factory needed a great deal of investment  
after the former owner declined to invest for years while running the  
existing machinery into the ground. As a consequence, some of the  
factory’s machinery is out of date and workers have had to put a great  
amount of capital into upgrading it. Politically, Escalon explained that 
as a result of ordinary workers “from below” assuming administrative  
tasks and the overall responsibility of running the factory, often  
outside figures dealing with the plant have treated workers with a lack  
of recognition and respect. “They practically said to us, “get lawyers  
[to deal with legal or administrative matters], you aren’t capable of  
this”. Well, we showed them otherwise. This is one of the most  
successful factories and experiences in Guyana” he stated, with murmurs  
of agreement from around the table. 



 
The legal issue for the workers was that ultimately their position  
rested upon a temporary decree from the government’s labour ministry,  
albeit renewed several times, which left the possibility of a takeover  
by a private owner at some point in the future. What the workers wanted  
was full nationalisation: where the factory was owned by the state to  
prevent buyout, but run by the workers without interference. As chance  
would have it, this measure was announced by the government a few days 
after my December 2011 visit to Grafitos, with the workers 
communicating 
to me that they were satisfied with the arrangement. Indeed, now with  
legal protection from the state, the factory is still running strong  
under its workers' control model. 
 
A last question I had for the workers regarded their views on whether 
it was possible to have a democratic society without democracy in the  
economy. Cesar Barreto offered to answer, stating: 
 
“I think that historically in our countries we’ve been sold a false  
idea of democracy, a democracy where the minority take the economic  
decisions that affect the great majority. I believe that socialism comes 
to democratise the economy, that is to say, where everyone is involved  
in decision making over resources, of the state and its institutions:  
not continuing to be managed by a minority that takes advantage of the  
resources produced by the majority. Right now we see in Spain, in  
Europe, resentment in society against the cases of “democracy” that  
exist there. Here in Venezuela we’re making an important effort to  
substitute these relations, the old democracy, with a much more  
democratic system: so that the decisions are transmitted above from  
below, not imposed downward from above. I think this is the key to truly 
begin to change things”. 
 
Part I: Birth and development of Plan Socialist Guayana 
 
i) Venezuela’s workers' control movement  
As was alluded to in the Grafitos interview, the experience of worker 
control in the Grafitos factory is one of a number of workers' control  
experiments across Venezuela. This article investigates the development  
of this movement in recent years, in particular through the Plan  
Socialist Guayana, and what Venezuela's experience of workers' control  
means for the Bolivarian revolution and radical social change more  
generally. 
 
The workers' control movement forms one of the most radical social  
movements in the Venezuela, pushing for a transformation of the existing 
mode of production and class relations, the division and hierarchy of  



labour, and decision-making within the economy. Interestingly, the  
movement has emerged as a political force later on during Venezuela’s  
Bolivarian revolution, the process of social, political and economic  
change led by President Hugo Chavez since his election in December 
1998. 
The contemporary workers' control movement has its beginnings in the oil 
lockout December 2002 - January 2003, when bosses tried to shut down 
the 
country’s oil industry and economy in order to oust Chavez from power,  
after a failed coup d’état in April 2002. This attempt at economic  
sabotage, while causing huge damage to the economy, failed when 
workers  
in various industries, including oil, temporarily took over the running  
of factories in a bid to keep the economy moving and maintain Chavez in  
power. 
 
In 2005 the first workers' controlled factories came into being when  
the Chavez government expropriated paper factory Invepal and valve  
factory Inveval in January and April of that year respectively, after  
workers launched occupations against the former owners. The factories  
were established in “co-management” with the state, whereby workers  
owned 49% and the state 51% of the factory and administration was 
shared 
between the two. Of the two factories, Inveval developed the deepest  
worker participation, with decisions made in weekly worker assemblies  
and a factory council formed in January 2007.[ii]  
 
Key to this process was the relationship between the government and  
workers struggling for workers' control. In 2005 President Hugo Chavez  
began to promote the idea of workers' control as a means of recovering 
and 
putting into productivity factories closed by recalcitrant members of  
the business class, launching his call “company closed: company  
occupied”. Meanwhile the government’s labour ministry supported the  
organisation that year of the first “Latin American Meeting of Recovered 
Companies”.[iii]  
 
This was part of a left-turn by the Bolivarian movement after  
successfully defeating numerous destabilisation attempts by the  
country’s right-wing opposition, with Chavez announcing in 2005 that the 
goal of the Bolivarian revolution was the construction of socialism.  
His government then set about nationalising strategic sectors of the  
economy such as telecommunications, energy, and food supply chains, 
and  
promoting grassroots organisation through communal councils among 
other  



mechanisms of participation. 
 
From 2005 a range of factories have been occupied and put beneath  
various forms of workers' control in Venezuela, including state-owned  
Aluminium factory Alcasa from 2005, Invetex, Central Pío Tamayo,  
Sideroca, Tomatera, Caisa, Central Cumanacoa (2005/6), Sanitarios de  
Maracay (2007), Grafitos del Orinoco (2009/10), food chain Friosa  
(2010), coffee producer Fama de Amerca (2010), and many more. Not 
every  
model established since 2005 has remain intact and the process has been  
fluid and at times uneven, yet the general trend has been a growing  
number of concrete examples and the popularity of the idea of worker  
control among Venezuela’s working class. Thus, despite the number of  
factories under workers' control representing only a small part of  
Venezuela’s economy, by mid-2011 the Bicentenary Front of Companies  
Under workers' control (FRETCO) was able to declare: “Currently, the  
Bolivarian revolution has entered a critical point in which the  
bourgeoisie has lost control over the exploited. The workers have been  
acquiring an ever greater level of political consciousness and are  
organising themselves to respond to the capitalists’ attacks”.[iv]  
 
In their analysis, the FRETCO tie the growth of the workers' control  
movement to the overall fate of the Bolivarian process, arguing: 
“We are living in times never before seen in our history. There are  
factories that have been in the hands of their workers for five years,  
occupied and operated by them. There aren’t any historical references  
[in Venezuela] in which this situation has been able to sustain itself  
for so long without one of its parts being defeated. In other times the  
bourgeoisie would have used all the power of the state to suppress the  
worker and grassroots movement”. 
 
ii) Nationalisation of Sidor and the birth of Plan Socialist Guayana 
Indeed, the relationship between the Venezuelan state and differing  
sectors of Venezuela’s organised working class has been a key factor in  
determining advances and setbacks in Venezuela’s workers' control  
movement. Nowhere has this been more marked than in Guayana. This  
region, sitting alongside the great Orinoco River, enjoys a wealth of  
natural resources which have given rise to a set heavy industries  
extracting and manufacturing iron ore, steel, aluminium, bauxite, gold,  
and more. The most strategic of these industries are owned by the state  
and the majority are overseen by the government’s Venezuela Guayana  
Corporation (CVG), and the (former) Ministry of Basic Industries and  
Mining (MIBAM). [v]  
 
After oil, this set of industries is the second industrial motor of the 
Venezuelan economy and groups together around 30,000 workers. 



 
Guayana has become the key battleground for Venezuela’s worker  
control movement over the last three years due to the launch of Plan  
Socialist Guayana (PGS), a joint plan between the Venezuelan state and  
organised workers in the CVG industries to develop a project of worker  
control for the entire state-owned industrial complex in the region. 
 
The idea of putting the Guayana state industries under the control of 
its workers sharply gained momentum with the nationalisation of Sidor  
in April 2008. The steel plant had been privatised in 1997 under the  
neoliberal Caldera government, and sold to Argentinian company Techin.  
According to Sidor union activist Jesus Pino, who spoke with myself and  
other activists and journalists in April 2011, among other adverse  
effects on working conditions and safety under the decade of  
privatisation was the reduction of the numbers of workers under direct  
employment by Sidor. These workers, who enjoy the benefits of the full  
collective contract, dropped from 11,000 to 5,000 while the number of  
subcontracted workers (those who perform the same work but under 
worse  
pay and conditions) rose to 9,000.[vi]  
 
In early 2008 a fallout between Sidor workers and management over the  
negotiation of a new collective contract escalated into an all-out  
struggle by collective and sub-contracted Sidor workers for the  
re-nationalisation of the plant. However, Sidor’s transnational  
management was supported by the pro-Chavez governor of Bolivar state  
Francisco Rangel Gomez, and Chavez’s labour minister Jose Ramon 
Rivero,  
who ordered National Guard troops to attack workers. 
 
In one of his key political moves with regards to Venezuela’s labour  
movement, Hugo Chavez then took the side of the workers, firing his  
labour minister Rivero and announcing that Sidor would be nationalised.  
By this point many workers felt that just nationalising the plant was  
not enough. A Sidor union activist, Juan Valor, said at the time that  
along with nationalisation and incorporating all sub-contracted workers  
onto the full payroll “we are proposing that from the start of the  
productive process workers' control exists, because if there isn’t worker  
control here things will be the same as before, where there wasn’t  
control of production, of sales, of nothing”.[vii]  
 
After this, workers from across the CVG factories began meeting to  
discuss the future development of the state industries. Meanwhile Chavez 
established the Guayana Presidential Commission with representatives  
from the national executive and links with the workers to debate the  
same issue. Then on May 21 2009, over 400 workers from across the 



CVG  
factories divided into ten working groups, and met with Chavez to  
present their proposals for the socialist transformation of Guayana’s  
basic industries under workers' control. 
 
The Venezuelan president supported the plan, launching his now famous 
cry “I play on the side of the workers!” and announced the launch of  
Plan Socialist Guayana (PGS). He further argued, “It cannot be that you  
are working in a company, and you aren’t clear on its overall  
functioning…from the beginning, to sales, the whole productive process  
must under workers' control”.[viii]  
 
The workers’ working groups were then set the task of developing the  
PGS alongside Chavez’s labour minister Maria Cristina Iglesia and  
planning and development minister Jorge Giordani. From 22 May to 7 
June  
2009 these ten working groups, comprising over 600 workers, fleshed out  
the PSG into its final form, which was presented to Chavez on June 9 as  
Plan Socialist Guayana 2009 - 2019, becoming the blueprint for the  
future development of Venezuela’s state owned industries in Guayana. 
 
The final report of the plan claims that since public planning of  
industry in Venezuela began “never before has a plan for the development 
of public companies been developed like this”.[ix]  
 
Meanwhile Elio Sayago, former worker-president of CVG Alcasa, later  
termed Chavez’s public siding with the regions’ workers and the launch  
of the PGS as “a launching of the advance of the revolution in the  
economic sphere”.[x]  
 
iii) So what is the PGS?  
The Plan Socialist Guayana June 2009 report introduces the PGS by  
stating “the aluminium, iron and steel workers of Guayana, alongside the 
Bolivarian government, have decided to take a step forward in the  
construction of socialism, by assuming direct control of the production  
of the region’s heavy industries”. 
 
In pursuit of this aim, and to develop the industries in the manner  
designed by the workers, the PGS contains nine strategic goals. The  
first of these is “control of production by the workers”, which calls on 
workers to convert themselves into guarantors of the state’s social 
property and stipulates that the construction of “Bolivarian socialism” 
requires democratising the management and decision-making of 
companies. The second goal is the development of a revolutionary theory 
and action that puts workers in active and participatory control of 
production. This focuses on promoting “socialist values” through 



collective leadership mechanisms as well as a focus on health, safety and 
care for the work environment. 
 
The third, significantly, is the integration of all CVG industries into two 
mega companies, one integrating the iron and steel production process, the 
other, the aluminium process. A truly massive project, the report argues 
that integrating production will create a wider consciousness beyond 
workers’ commitment to their particular company, to the wider Guayana 
region and Venezuelan society. Other PGS reports further explain that this 
integrated vision is also aimed at Venezuela’s productive and 
technological sovereignty, reducing export of primary materials abroad 
where transnational companies make great profits on Venezuela’s natural 
resources, and instead producing more goods domestically to address the 
needs of Venezuelan society, for example in housing construction. This is 
in line with the government’s own national development plan. Reducing 
the environmental impact of the region’s industries is another motive  
behind this strategic goal. 
 
The fourth goal states the importance of the “ideological-political and 
technical-productive development of workers”, stipulating that factories 
should guarantee the human development of workers by offering 
educational opportunities under the principle “every factory is a school”. 
This is also held as giving workers the necessary political and practical 
tools to assume control of production. The fifth goal calls for the 
collective ownership of technology by workers, and the sixth for the 
guarantee of healthy working conditions (health and safety), in industries 
which are often dangerous to work in. The seventh aim is the financial 
viability of projects proposed by workers, stating that every worker has 
the right to participate in the formulation of projects for implementation in 
his/her workplace. The eighth is to ensure energy availability for new 
projects and conduct reviews for how to save energy, key in the context of 
Venezuela’s 2009 electricity crisis. The final goal is to establish codes for 
public accountability of the management of the CVG factories.[xi]  
 
The rest of the PGS report sets out detailed policy proposals for the 
realisation of each of the above goals, a list of projects for the 2009 
– 2012 Investment Plan developed by the working groups, and the legal  
and constitutional framework within which the plan functions. The report 
concludes by stating that workers must be the main actor in the process 
of revolutionary change and that “only wide and democratic  
participation is capable of avoiding bureaucratic monopolisation and  
distortion of revolutionary processes”. 
 
The emergence of the Plan Socialist Guayana draws attention to the  
nature of the process of social change underway in Venezuela and the  
prospects for a transition to socialism here. While there have been  



dramatic improvements in the guarantee of social rights, an increase in  
grassroots organisation and empowerment, and innovative economic 
forms  
such as cooperatives, social property companies, and others, the  
Venezuelan economy is still largely based on capitalist social  
relations. These take the form of either private ownership of production 
or state ownership, the latter albeit often having different strategic  
aims such as providing a service (health and education) or fulfilling a  
social need (housing construction) rather than maximising profit.  
However, in terms of creating a society based on new relations between  
human beings, how goods and services are produced, who owns 
production  
and how economic decisions are taken, ownership by the state in itself  
does not necessitate a challenge to hierarchical capitalist power  
relations, with state appointed managers and bureaucratic officials  
often replacing the role of private owners. As such, the workers' control  
movement and the PGS mark an important development in Venezuela,  
particularly if one considers the argument on the nature socialism and  
democracy: that one requires the other. 
 
The general argument is that socialism, as an emancipatory theory  
that seeks the removal of all barriers to full human development,  
requires participatory decision-making mechanisms in both public and  
economic life. As Marx put it, the aim of a future society should be  
“where the free development of one is the condition for the free  
development of all”. This requires active participation in all areas of  
public and economic life, in order to give people the chance to  
contribute to decisions affecting them and develop themselves as human  
beings. Such mechanisms also avoid the formation of elite groups which  
exploit and wield power over others, and can lead to the  
bureaucratisation of revolutionary processes. Meanwhile democracy is  
seen as requiring socialism, as the key principle of democracy is that  
of “political equality”, the right of all members of a group to have an  
equal role in decisions taken by that group. Whereas liberals quickly  
shy away from this principle and argue that political equality can only  
be applied in a limited fashion on the level of a whole society, through 
an elected parliament or congress, many socialists take a more holistic 
and radical stance, pointing out that it is hard to maintain any notion 
of equality in decision-making in societies where there exist large  
scale private ownership of the economy and economic decision-making by 
a 
privileged elite. As such, in order to realise any meaningful notion of 
democracy in society, democratic ownership and decision-making is  
required in the economy, for example through workers' control, 
community  
councils and communes, and, at minimum, a far-more democratic control  



over state power than only periodic elections to a parliament: i.e.,  
some form of socialism is required. 
 
Therefore, workers' control in Venezuela can be seen as one of the key  
efforts underway in the country ‘from below’ to introduce mechanisms of  
democratic decision-making in the economy, laying the basis for radical  
societal transformation. However, while in Grafitos del Orinoco it has  
been demonstrably possible to democratically run a factory with a  
workforce of around 55, how could this be done in a factory with  
thousands of workers and a more complex production process? 
 
In developing the PGS, the workers proposed a “worker council” model. 
It has four basic structures to ensure workers’ participation from the  
factory floor to top level administration. These are Workers’ Councils,  
Coordination Committees by Productive Process (CCP), the General  
Management Council, and the Workers’ Assembly. The workers’ councils 
are 
the basic unit of participation, with workers forming a council for  
their section of the productive process, and taking decisions or  
proposing initiatives related to their work area. The next level of  
organisation is the Coordinating Council by Process, which works in  
synergy with all worker councils in a given productive process (i.e. the 
production of steel bars), and according to a report by one of the PGS 
working groups “will make visible, manage and articulate all policies  
approved by the workers’ councils”.[xii]  
 
The next level is the general management council, which has  
representation from the workers, the company presidency (also elected by 
the workers), the state, and the local community via communal councils. 
Other mechanisms of participation are health and safety committees,  
trade unions, specific work commissions, and a PGS spokespersons  
council, with all bodies accountable to the general workers’ assembly. A 
diagram of the model is available on the January 2010 PGS report 
here.[xiii]  
 
iv) The progress of Plan Socialist Guayana, 2009–2012 
Alongside the launching of the PGS in May 2009, the Venezuelan  
government nationalised five important iron and steel briquette  
companies for integration into the planned Iron-Steel and Aluminium  
socialist corporations. This was seen as a sign of the government’s  
commitment to the PGS, with Chavez declaring that “these companies 
must  
be under workers' control. That’s how it must be”.[xiv]  
After its launch, the workers’ working groups in liaison with Chavez’s  
ministerial team led by Maria Iglesias and Jorge Giordani were charged  
with carrying the plan forward. As part of this process the workers  



formed technical-productive working groups which drew up projects for  
the PSG investment plan. 
 
On 8 August 2008 workers once again met with Chavez, the result of  
which was the approval of the Intensive Therapy PGS investment plan.  
Chavez approved US $313 million for the plan from the government’s  
Venezuela – China Fund (FCCV), on the condition that this money was  
administered by the workers. Workshops on health and safety and 
ensuring 
accountability were also held, with the participation of 200 workers  
each.[xv]  
 
A report was published in January 2010 for the attention of President 
Chavez summarising the progress of the implementation of the PGS. It  
confirmed a “progressive advance” in workers' control over financing 
with  
the money from the FCCV, which acted as a morale booster to workers  
involved in the PGS project. However, it also drew attention to  
contradictory behaviour by the existing upper and middle management in  
the CVG companies, which the report charged as paying lip service to the 
PGS while attempting to ignore the working groups and block the  
implementation of the plan. Examples cited included individual company  
managements ignoring the Venezuelan government’s and the PGS’s 
policy of 
fusing all industries into two larger corporations, instead each  
planning their own 2010 budgets and without the participation of the  
workers. Meanwhile, instead of looking to reduce sale of primary  
materials to transnationals, several companies were signing contracts  
committing them to sell material to the Glen and Noble group years into  
the future. The report also included 28 recommendations for the  
continued implementation of the PGS, including reducing the sale of  
primary materials to transnational clients and to use improvements in  
production to benefit the national health, education and housing  
sectors, while increasing protection of the environment. It also  
recommended the working groups, and the workers in general, assume  
control over the decision-making in the CVG companies, as stipulated in  
the PGS.[xvi]  
 
The Plan Socialist Guayana moved into a new phase on 15 May 2010 with 
the appointment of the “worker-presidents” who were nominated by their  
fellow workers to run the presidencies in each of the CVG companies and  
sworn in by President Chavez. These included Elio Sayago to Alcasa and  
Carlos de Oleivera to Sidor (the latter also a member of PGS working  
group 1). Chavez also announced a series of measures that seemed to be  
influenced by the PGS working groups, including that CVG industries  
would reduce high export levels of primary materials and divert their  



use to local and national projects, and the nationalisation of the  
system of transporting primary materials, both recommendations of the  
PGS January 2010 report. Chavez also warned against reluctance on the  
part of managers and administrators to implement such decisions,  
declaring that “it’s necessary to defeat such resistance to change,” and 
that some management positions were occupied by “enemies of the  
revolutionary process”.[xvii]  
 
Nevertheless, according to a member of PGS working group 1, Blanca  
Garcia, some decisions made in May 2010 opened the way for  
bureaucratisation within the PGS. A “Special Sub-Commission” of the 
PGS  
was created with nine spokespeople named by the working groups, three  
government ministers, a National Assembly deputy, and the  
worker-presidents. While such a body may have helped bring coherence 
and 
political weight in the PGS’s implementation, Garcia argues that this  
opened the path to the formation of a new elite within the PGS, contrary 
to the need to transform the capitalist social division of labour.  
Furthermore, Garcia criticises the creation of a “technical secretariat” 
of the PGS with power being taken away from workers at the base.[xviii]  
 
Nevertheless, through 2010 and 2011 the workers of the CVG industries 
continued to organise and push forward the PGS. In May 2011 a  
significant step forward for workers both in Guayana and the national  
workers' control movement occurred, when the first National Meeting of  
Workers’ Councils met in the Sidor plant. Organised by various groups  
including the National Union of Workers (Unete), the meeting brought  
together over 900 worker-activists representing over 100 factories and  
21 of Venezuela’s 24 regional states. Participants discussed the  
progress, strengths and weaknesses as well as how to advance the worker  
control movement. A common theme at the meeting was a concern that  
bureaucratic sectors of the state were undermining the implementation of 
workers' control projects. It is important to keep in mind, as US  
academic Peter Brohmer noted after a recent research trip to Venezuela,  
“[the term] bureaucracy in Venezuela includes corruption, favouritism,  
clientalism, nepotism, incompetence, indifference, and needless red  
tape, etc”.[xix]  
 
At the conference, Elio Sayago drew attention to attempts at  
destabilising the Alcasa factory and removing him from office, centred  
around opposition to workers' control by the pro-Chavez, yet reactionary,  
governor of Bolivar state (where the CVG industries are located),  
Francisco Rangel Gomez.[xx]  
 
From this meeting a plan was also agreed to constitute a national  



platform for the workers' control movement, with several follow-up  
meetings taking place. According to workers' control advocate and CVG  
Ferrominera worker Alexis Adarfio, “From the meeting came the  
preparation of a document to strengthen the bases of workers' control,  
with a philosophy, an organisation, basically a working agenda emerged  
from the meeting to strengthen ourselves throughout Venezuela”.[xxi]  
 
In August 2011 CVG Alcasa was able to report progress both in the  
implementation of workers' control and in other strategic goals of the  
PGS, when the factories’ worker assembly approved a plan which allowed 
for the investment of national clients into Alcasa in order to increase  
production to meet domestic needs, part of a policy of ending aluminium  
exports to transnational clients. The plan was elaborated by the  
Coordination Committees by Process with participation from the workers  
councils.[xxii]  
 
Another sign of progress during 2011 included the formation of the  
PGS General Assembly in May 2011. This assembly was formed as a 
space  
for workers across the Guayana industries who support the PGS to meet  
weekly to discuss the PGS’s implementation and support the efforts of  
the PGS working groups. Other developments included consolidating, in  
several CVG industries, the “Jesus Rivero” Bolivarian Workers  
University, a key institution for workers’ political and technical  
education, defining the structure of CVG corporations to comply with  
their status as “socialist companies”, and in October 2011 the creation  
of an organisation for purchases and sales in the iron – steel and  
aluminium sectors.[xxiii]  
 
In December 2011 I caught up with Alexis Adarfio for an interview. A  
member of the United Socialist Party of Venezuela (PSUV) and supporter 
of Chavez, he has an intimate knowledge of the PGS, driving forward the  
implementation of the PGS in CVG Ferrominera from his position as  
coordinator of social-political education in the iron-ore company. 
 
He reported that in Ferrominera and other industries a process of  
debate among workers (which I’d observed underway in April 2011) was  
culminating, which had formed the norms and rules for the functioning of 
workers councils, the philosophy of workers' control, the theory of  
changing the social relations of production, etc. Of 7,000 workers in  
Ferrominera, 5,000 had participated in this debate. 
 
With the norms and rules agreed for the functioning of workers  
councils and other bodies, the timetable for the implementation of  
workers' control in Ferrominera was, first, for the diffusion of norms in  
the first months of 2012, followed by an internal electoral process for  



workers councils and implementation of the worker council model by 
June  
2012. Adarfio argued that the workers councils “will allow internal  
democracy in the company, the democratisation of decision-making, by  
making decisions in councils and [worker] assemblies, all of the  
decisions: over production, consumption and distribution inside the  
industry”. He said workers councils will be formed by spokespeople  
elected in worker assemblies, which will become the decision-making  
bodies in the company. To avoid professionalisation of spokespeople,  
positions will be rotational and held for one year, and can be recalled  
by the workers assembly during that time.[xxiv]  
 
As of June 2012, the spokespeople’s elections have taken place in  
Sidor, CVG Venelum (aluminium) and Cavelum (aluminium), with the 
norms  
and rules still being established in advance of elections in the other  
CVG companies. 
 
Part II: promise, politics and problems of the PGS 
While the Plan Socialist Guayana has developed as described in part I 
of this article, the project for a socialist transformation of the  
region’s industries has been subject to a wider debate and political  
battle. The nature of the arguments, political factions and dynamics of  
conflict that surround the PGS and the workers' control movement have  
important ramifications for understanding the nature of the Bolivarian  
revolution and for the wider debate on revolutionary social change in  
general. To cover these issues, part II of this article addresses (1)  
the debate in Venezuela around workers' control and the PGS, (2) the  
various factions opposed to the PGS and the role they have played in  
attempting to prevent its implementation, and (3) the course of the  
conflict around the PGS in 2012. 
 
i) Venezuela’s workers' control debate  
Supporters of workers' control and the PGS offer a number of arguments  
in favour of the idea. On the level of political values and ideology,  
worker’s control is generally held to be opposed to capitalist relations 
of production. Adarfio declared in May 2010 that the PGS represents a  
“declaration of principles in the war against capitalism,”[xxv]  
while former worker-president of CVG Alcasa, Elio Sayago, argues, the  
PGS involves “a deepening of the search to intervene in the mode of  
production…aiming to develop productive forces and transform the social 
relations of production”. This is explicitly promoted in the PGS  
reports, which advocates workers replacing a hierarchical management  
model with collective decision-making and ending the division of labour  
between intellectual/managerial and manual labour positions. Alcasa  
union activist and safety officer Denny Sucre explained to me that this 



aims for a situation where “the workers in the company don’t feel like  
an object, but rather an active subject in decision-making…in control of 
the productive process, but also the administrative process”.  
 
Part of this project is the attempt to change dominant values from an 
individualistic to a more cooperative outlook. Sayago states his  
opinion that collective decision-making helps create a “collective work  
culture” where workers labour together to produce for the benefit of  
society. Collective and equal participation also make for better  
decision making, where “the best actions are decisions taken when you  
work in a group, with respect and cooperation. This action brings  
together all the knowledge from all the different variables  
involved…therefore a better decision will be taken”. [xxvi]  
 
Politically, workers' control and the PGS have implications for power  
relations in the Guayana industries, where a set of vested interests  
already enjoys economic and political power over the CVG. This includes 
state bureaucrats and managers in the Guayana industries, the CVG  
management and Bolivar state governorship, transnational companies who 
buy primary materials, and a “labour aristocracy” in the union movement. 
A common argument put forward by workers in favour of workers' control 
is 
that the PGS “sentences to death” the power of such groups, including  
according to Adarfio “a labour elite [that] has held crumbs of  
political power, which it always uses for its individual interests in  
detriment to the rest of the people”. As such, the PGS is widely seen as 
initiating a “battle inside the companies,” for the future political  
and productive development of the industries.[xxvii]  
 
Workers' control is also argued as necessary for gearing industry  
toward producing for social need over private profit. Sayago, Adarfio,  
and the PGS reports make clear that workers' control is linked to reducing 
or ending the export of primary resources to transnational companies,  
to instead manufacture primary materials inside Venezuela to produce for 
domestic needs, from health to housing. It is also sometimes argued  
that increasing production is not a priority as Venezuela’s primary  
resources should be conserved, along with controlling energy use and  
protecting the environment.[xxviii]  
 
As such, workers point to concrete successes achieved by the PSG  
working groups despite opposition from other political sectors to the  
plan’s implementation. Geanes Córdova, a member of PGS working group 
4,  
explained how the PSG working groups in Sidor dealing with 
subcontracted 
labour and energy issues have both introduced successful projects, with 



the first achieving the incorporation of 6,800 cooperative members onto 
Sidor’s collective contract and the latter succeeding in constructing  
two thermoelectric plants that helped solve the nations’ 2009-2010  
energy crisis.[xxix]  
 
Meanwhile, Denny Sucre described to me how Alcasa was planning to 
begin 
producing profiles for housing construction in support of the  
Venezuelan government’s mass housing building program launched May 
2011.[xxx]  
 
It’s worth keeping in mind that workers in favour of the PGS also  
have differing notions of how radical workers' control should be. Lisa  
Maria, who works in the social development department of Ferrominera,  
felt that workers' control is more of a consultative exercise, “that they 
[translator: it is assumed that “they” refers to company management or 
administrative staff] take us into account with decisions they make over 
investments”.[xxxi]  
 
Meanwhile Ruben Dario Morales, of Ferrominera’s legal and community  
department, argued that the PGS should construct “a new management 
model where workers can truly participate in the decision-making of the 
future of our company,” however he also argued that this process “doesn’t 
have any other objective than guaranteeing the productivity and 
permanence of this company”.[xxxii]  
 
Other workers, especially those participating more deeply in the  
design and implementation of the PGS, see workers' control of the CVG  
industries as a more radical project, acting as a step in the  
construction of socialism and the assuming of political power by the  
Venezuelan working class. Denny Sucre of Alcasa expressed his opinion  
that: 
 
“This process has to do with participation in all if its aspects,  
where involvement doesn’t have limits: it has to break barriers, and go  
further still, because this process we’re determined to construct… is  
going to give vanguard signals from Alcasa, from Bolivar state, that yes 
the workers are capable of going much further than the transformation  
of productive processes. It’s not just about the transformation of  
productive processes anymore, but about how the workers also have the  
power of the state, we’re going to take power”.[xxxiii]  
 
The view that workers are collectively capable of assuming more than  
just the running of factories was also voiced in Grafitos del Orinoco,  
with Carlos Becerra stating his hope that the PGS could “be a launching  
pad in the construction of socialism …to begin to direct the factory and 



in the not too distant future, direct the state too”.[xxxiv]  
 
There are also arguments posed against both workers' control in  
Venezuela in general, and the PGS in particular. State bureaucrats and  
managers, and sectors tied to the transnationals and the conservative  
political opposition, argue that workers don’t have the capability or  
consciousness to run their own factories. This was even expressed in a  
limited way by Ferrominera worker Lisa Maria who indicated her opinion 
that some workers don’t understand what workers' control is.[xxxv]   
A more sophisticated argument made by reformist sectors within the  
Bolivarian process argues that Venezuela is an oil based economy without 
a developed working class, and so the Bolivarian project is in fact a  
“transition” to creating a national bourgeoisie and developing the  
forces of production. The Bicentenary Front of Companies Under Worker  
Control (FRETCO) organisation rejects the latter argument as  
“reactionary, and not revolutionary,” and based on hypocrisy, given that 
those making such arguments are defending their existing political and  
economic interests in the state apparatus and actively conspiring to  
make experiments in workers' control fail.[xxxvi]  
 
An argument made by some leftist currents is that workers' control as  
conceived within the PGS is flawed as it is formed in conjunction with  
the state, given that the influence of the government and  
state-appointed managers in the industries can lead to a  
bureaucratisation of moves toward full workers' control. When the PGS 
was  
launched, Orlando Chirino, a leader of the National Union of Workers  
(UNETE) union federation, urged workers to fight to make sure  
nationalised companies don’t continue on as capitalist companies in the  
hands of the state, and that “workers' control is not limited to the  
workers participating in the election of managers”.[xxxvii]  
 
Advocates of the PGS with whom I spoke to took a pragmatic approach  
to the issue. Denny Sucre argued that “co-responsibility” with the state 
is necessary because the CVG industries depend on the state for  
subsidies and parts, however that “when we reach our production capacity 
then we will be independent from the state”. In this context, it is  
worth mentioning that although the PSG project has experienced a  
complicated and often prejudicial relationship with the Venezuelan  
state, almost all workers advocating workers' control I spoke to (in  
Sidor, Alcasa, Ferrominera, and Grafitos del Orinoco) were supportive of 
the Venezuelan president, Hugo Chavez. They saw him as backing worker 
control and the PGS, given his public support of workers' control and the  
PGS project, and concrete actions taken such as in May 2010 to push the  
plan forward. 
 



A view worth mentioning is that of Damian Prat, a Guayana  
based-journalist who also writes for Tal Cual, a newspaper associated  
with the right-wing opposition. In an interview I had with him, he gave  
voice to criticisms that production and safety records in some CVG  
industries had not improved or had even worsened under state 
management, 
which he argued pointed to the incompetence of the Chavez government.  
He also dismissed the PGS as a government mechanism “to control the  
workers, making them believe that now it’s they who govern, to eliminate 
their labour rights…what a marvel, how are you going to complain [to  
the state] if you’re the owner of the company?”.[xxxviii]  
 
While Prat’s criticisms of problems in production and management  
faced by the CVG industries may hold weight, his political analysis of  
their root cause does not. As member of PGS working group 1 Blanca  
Garcia points out, those fighting for workers' control are themselves  
critical of the fact that the CVG industries are in a “critical state”  
of operation. However, Garcia explains that the reasons for this are  
“political not technical”.[xxxix]  
 
To put it another way, the problems within the state industries are not 
simply due to a bureaucratic form of state management that would be  
solved by privatisation, as Pratt seems to suggest. Rather, they are  
rooted in the reality that the CVG industries have become the site of an 
intense political conflict in which the nature of the Bolivarian  
revolution and the future of the workers' control movement in Guayana 
are  
being contested. Furthermore, the way in which vested interests within  
the Bolivarian camp (in state institutions, the CVG, and the Bolivar  
state governorship) have tried to prevent the implementation of the PGS  
makes the notion that the PSG is a government plan to control workers  
unlikely to say the least. 
 
ii) The political forces opposed to workers' control in Guayana 
As mentioned, both the Plan Socialist Guayana and the wider worker  
control movement challenge existing power relations. In particular, the  
advance of the PGS in the CVG industries has provoked opposition from a 
range of groups, from the country’s right-wing opposition and  
multinational companies, to corrupt or reactionary politicians, mafias,  
trade union bureaucrats, and state managers within the Bolivarian camp.  
The internal conflict over workers' control between different groups  
identifying themselves with the Bolivarian revolution has revealed one  
of the sharpest existing contradictions in the revolution at present. 
 
More radical groups in favour of workers' control, such as the  
pro-government UNETE and the FRETCO, highlight reactionary and  



bureaucratic elements within the Bolivarian revolution as a as one of  
the greatest threats to the advance of workers' control and the revolution 
as a whole. Sections of the UNETE have described these sectors as  
“counterrevolutionary” and a “fifth column” which are “as dangerous as  
imperial aggression and economic sabotage by big business” for the  
continuance of the Bolivarian revolution.[xl]  
 
Former worker-president of Alcasa, Elio Sayago, succinctly explained  
the issue at stake in an interview October 2011. He argued that in the  
first ten years of the Bolivarian revolution, some people took advantage 
of the popularity of the process by proclaiming their support for  
Chavez and the revolution in order to get into positions of influence  
and power, however, are not genuinely committed revolutionaries. “Now  
they have these privileges and don’t want to lose them,” he said. 
 
For Sayago, what workers' control and the Plan Socialist Guayana has  
done is to present vested interests within the revolution the question:  
“Are you ready to share power with the workers and the people?” This  
issue is creating confrontation within the process. Sayago thus stated  
his opinion that by resisting the advance of workers' control: 
 
“[Political opportunists and state bureaucrats] are potentially  
converting themselves into enemies of the revolution, because the  
revolution means a real process of transformation…this is what is being  
put to the test within our own government; who is prepared to share  
power with the workers and organised communities, and who is trying to  
continue with the same structure of “I command and you obey”.[xli]  
 
Resistance to the implementation of the Plan Socialist Guayana by  
elements within Venezuelan state institutions, including the former  
Ministry of Basic Industries and Mining (MIBAM), and the Venezuela  
Guayana Corporation (CVG), the government’s steering organisation in  
Guayana responsible for the administration of the state-owned heavy  
industries, has been reported by pro-PGS activists. 
 
A key figure to oppose the PGS has been United Socialist Party of  
Venezuela (PSUV) governor of Bolivar state, Francisco Rangel Gomez  
(himself a former CVG president), who is considered to represent a  
reactionary wing within the Bolivarian process. From the beginning of  
the plan’s implementation in 2009, Rangel has worked to undermine the  
PGS with an informal alliance of bureaucrats and reformists within the  
MIBAM, CVG and the Bolivarian Workers Force (FBT) trade union.[xlii]  
 
In giving an overview of the advance of the PSG, Alcasa union  
activist Denny Sucre said that from some public state institutions, such 
as the CVG and MIBAM, there had been “obstructive factors…which 



have  
not allowed the advance and progress of what we are driving”.[xliii]  
PGS activist in Sidor Blanca Garcia reported that Jose Khan, appointed  
minister of MIBAM in April 2010, stopped meeting with the PSG 
working  
groups in December 2010, essentially side-lining their proposals.[xliv]  
Elio Sayago himself complained in October 2011 that the US $403 million 
approved for Alcasa by President Chavez in 2010 still hadn’t  
materialised, seemingly frozen by the bureaucracy of the CVG and 
MIBAM. [xlv]  
 
When the Sidor steel plant held trade union elections in October  
2011, the Revolutionary Marxist Current (CMR), a radical grouping 
within 
Venezuela’s United Socialist Party of Venezuela (PSUV), accused  
government figures Jose Khan, Venezuelan vice president Elias Jaua, and  
labour minister Maria Cristina Iglesias of attempting to influence the  
election to try and get a candidate considered as less committed to the  
PGS elected as head of the Sidor trade union.[xlvi]  
 
Meanwhile on 6 October 2011, perhaps reflecting a hardening stance  
among those opposed to the PGS, Elio Sayago found himself barred from  
entering a PGS Sub-Commission meeting with government ministers and 
CVG company presidents, apparently at the behest of Khan, Cristina 
Iglesias, foreign minister Nicolas Maduro and planning and finance 
minister Jorge 
Giordani.[xlvii]  
 
After a period in which the workers' control movement had made many  
advances, including receiving “constant support” from President Hugo  
Chavez, the FRETCO organisation warned in July 2011 that “reformist  
sectors are grouping themselves together once again to intervene against 
the working class…they’ll do it to demonstrate that workers can’t  
administer companies, let along societies…it’s at this point in the  
struggle that the interests of the bourgeoisie and state reformists and  
bureaucrats are the most similar”.[xlviii]  
 
A similar warning was expressed by the Alcasa Socialist Workers Front 
in January 2012, who issued a communication that the “internal  
right-wing” faction based around Francisco Rangel Gomez and the FBT  
union was engaged in a campaign to gain control the CVG companies.  
According to the statement, the aims of this faction were to make the  
PGS “unworkable”, and to achieve “the elimination of workers' control,”  
and “the removal of Sayago,” replacing him with Angel Marcano, an ally  
and personal friend of Rangel Gomez, as Alcasa president. In the view of 
the Alcasa union, if the Rangel faction were to achieve these goals  



“all the achievements of the Bolivarian Revolution in the basic  
industries would be brought down”.[xlix]  
 
Some trade union bureaucrats and reformist unions have also opposed  
the PGS. According to pro-PGS activists, this sector of the union  
movement have employed tactics such as collaborating with state  
bureaucracy, overtly attacking workers' control experiments, and setting  
up alternative “working groups” to usurp the process from within.[l]  
As Jorge Martin argues, the reason for many union bureaucrats’  
opposition to workers' control is that under current labour relations  
“having control of the union in any of these companies gives these  
bureaucrats power, privileges and access to key information,”[li]  a 
position threatened by a more participatory form of management. 
 
The role of the FBT union, in league with state governor Rangel  
Gomez, has been particularly notorious in undermining workers' control.  
One of the most extreme examples of this was in Alcasa in  
January-February 2011, when the FBT led a thirty-four day closure of the 
Alcasa factory, with the involvement of Angel Marcano. Sayago himself  
was beaten up when he tried to enter the factory.[lii]  
 
Unions tied to Venezuela’s conservative opposition have also acted to 
undermine the PGS workers' control experiment. Benjamin Moreno, the  
coordinator of PGS working group 1, related in a recent interview how,  
as the PGS began to advance, a “Machiavellian” plan was employed 
whereby 
certain union members formed alternative ‘working groups’ to undermine  
those originally constituted, with members of the Homeland for All (PPP) 
opposition-aligned party involved in this move.[liii]  
 
Ferrominera worker Ruben Dario Morales also expressed to me in 
December 
2011 his hope that the workers' control model would be sufficiently  
strong enough by the October 2012 presidential elections, as sectors  
aligned with the political opposition “aspire to generate a convulsion  
or chaos inside of our company”.[liv]  
 
Mafia networks within the basic industries are also resistant to the  
PGS, with the greater accountability and openness entailed in the plan  
acting as a threat to the operation of networks profiting from the sale  
of contracts and stealing of products for sale on the black market. This 
issue became prominent in June 2011 when the head of sales at Sidor,  
“King of Bars” Luis Velazquez, was arrested for heading a mafia that  
stole steel bars from Sidor and sold them on the black market for a  
higher price. Worker-president at Sidor Carlos Oliviera and  
revolutionary trade unionists were involved in finding proof and  



alerting the authorities.[lv]  
 
Opposed to any and all efforts at workers' control are the influential  
multinational corporations that buy primary materials from the CVG  
companies. This is unsurprising, as the PSG aims to obtain better terms  
of contract from multinational companies and aspires to reduce exports  
to multinationals overall. These corporate interests were directly  
attacked by Alcasa under the presidency of Elio Sayago, which stopped  
complying with disadvantageous future sales contracts with Swiss-based  
commodities trader Glencore and then took steps to cut off Aluminium  
exports to the multinational altogether.[lvi]  
 
iii) 2012: Increasingly public conflict over Plan Socialist Guayana 
The conflict over the PGS has intensified in 2012. This reflects in  
particular the exacerbation of the conflict within the Bolivarian  
revolution between the bureaucracy and reactionary political sectors,  
and those forces genuinely committed to further radical transformation. 
 
In a surprise announcement, on 25 February Venezuelan Vice-President  
Elias Jaua announced that, by order of President Chavez, Elio Sayago was 
to be replaced by Angel Marcano as president of Alcasa. The release of  
the $403 million due to Alcasa was also announced. Chavez was in Cuba  
undergoing treatment for cancer at the time. 
 
Alcasa workers reacted with fury to the news, designating the move a  
“state coup” against the PGS, and accused the Rangel faction of taking  
advantage of Chavez’s moment of weakness to get him to sign Sayago’s  
dismissal in an “underhand” manner. They further called upon organised  
communities and social movements in Guayana to resist what they termed 
as a “disastrous” strategy by the government. 
 
Sayago himself said he had not been previously informed of the move,  
and that given Marcano’s role in the Alcasa factory lockout the previous 
year, termed his appointment a “contradiction in terms”. He continued,  
“It is my responsibility to inform you all that this is not a person  
taking control of Alcasa, but rather a political and economic group…that 
for practically two years has tried to obstruct efforts to consolidate  
workers' control [in Alcasa]”.[lvii]  
 
In response to Sayago’s dismissal, a large network of organisations  
and individuals representing the more radical wing of the Bolivarian  
revolution grouped themselves together into an organisation called  
Patriotic Collectives of Popular Revolutionary Resistance in Guayana.  
The Patriotic Collectives, also linked through their participation in  
the Great Patriotic Pole, a coalition of social movements in favour of  
Bolivarian revolution, declared their support for the “deepening” of the 



revolutionary process led by Chavez while opposing “bureaucratic and  
counter-revolutionary” decisions being taken from the Bolivar state  
governorship, the CVG and certain union leaders. 
 
In a packed press conference on 29 February, a spokesperson for the  
group accused this bureaucratic faction of having “taken advantage” of  
Chavez’s absence in order to take control of the Guayana industries. The 
spokesperson further argued that the decision by Alcasa not to sell  
more aluminium to transnational companies was the “sin” that cost 
Sayago 
his post. 
 
The spokesperson, Yasmin Chaurán, an Alcasa worker herself, also  
reported that since taking the Alcasa presidency Angel Marcano had  
already begun undermining the structures of workers' control in the  
factory, not attending factory working group meetings, and instead  
setting up a “parallel apparatus” with six vice-presidents who were  
naming other posts “at their fingertips”.[lviii]  
 
After the press conference, on 2 and 7 March, the Patriotic  
Collectives released a “National Communication from Guayana on the  
Situation of the Basic Industries”. The document received wide coverage, 
with publication on the Aporrea alternative news website and a  
centre-spread in Tribuna Popular, the Venezuelan Communist Party’s  
paper. 
 
Its long list of signatories also revealed the Patriotic Collectives’ 
depth of support, including: the National Union of Workers, the  
Venezuelan Communist Party, the National Movement of Bolivarian  
Socialist Lawyers and Judges, Adel El Zabayar (a PSUV deputy to  
Venezuelan’s National Assembly from Bolivar state), the PGS General  
Assembly, revolutionary workers’ organisations in the CVG industries 
and 
beyond, and community council, community media, student and GPP  
organisations in the Guayana region. 
 
The document is a public criticism of what the Patriotic Collectives  
term the “internal right-wing” within the revolution in Bolivar state,  
warning that “harmful bureaucratic actions” emanating from the Bolivar  
state governance is “grinding down the revolutionary process” in the  
region. 
 
Accusing this faction of working with transnational corporations,  
trying to retain control of state industries in the region and to  
“kidnap” the PGS, the statement exhorts Chavez to ignore “reformist  
voices” that want to see the PGS project fail. They further declare that 



“irreverence” and “self-criticism” are indispensable for the  
revolution, and call on Chavez to support the PGS, which is “without a  
doubt, with all its strengths and weaknesses…the minimum program of 
the  
revolutionary working class in Guayana”. 
 
The Patriotic Collectives end their National Communication by setting 
a hard tone against the political faction they identify as working  
against the PGS, declaring “in Guayana we are closing ranks against the  
right-wing agenda of destabilisation and from our humble but determined  
trench of struggle we put ourselves to the front of the battle for the  
reinvigoration of Plan Socialist Guayana”.[lix]  
 
A response came on 8 March when a spokesperson for the political team 
of the PSUV for Bolivar state, allied with Rangel Gomez, insisted that  
the decision to replace Sayago with Marcano was endorsed by Chavez and 
should be respected. 
 
The spokesperson was Jose Ramon Rivero, the labour minister fired by  
Chavez in 2008, who had then gone on to work for Rangel Gomez. He  
proceeded to read out two pages in which very little was said that  
addressed the content of the Patriotic Collectives’ criticism, but  
rather attacked both PSUV National Assembly deputy Adel El Zabayar 
and  
others for allegedly breaking party codes of conduct. “This type of  
behaviour that attacks the governor Francisco Rangel Gomez and his work 
team, we can’t tolerate it because there exist principles that the PSUV  
and revolutionaries committed with the process must follow,” he  
declared. 
 
The Legislative Council of Bolivar state, whose majority support  
Rangel Gomez, also backed the appointment of Marcano to the Alcasa  
presidency. Without dealing with the substance of concerns raised by  
Sayago’s dismissal, Legislative Council member Zulay Benacourt said 
that 
individual positions should not be taken in the revolution, and that  
Sayago should re-think his criticism of Marcano’s appointment.[lx]  
 
The conflict spilled onto the national level in late March when PSUV  
deputy Adel El Zabayar asked Venezuela’s Attorney General, Luise 
Ortega  
Diaz, for a psychiatric examination of Rangel Gomez, on the grounds that 
the behaviour of Rangel in attacking El Zabayar and the Patriotic  
Collectives represented “an abuse of power, xenophobia, and exclusion”  
toward those with a different viewpoint than him. 
 



El Zabayar quoted as evidence the abuses uttered against him by  
Rangel Gomez on the state governor’s weekly radio show, when Rangel 
said 
that in response to criticisms of his actions “that have absolutely no  
proof” from El Zabayar, “now I’m opening fire, and we’re going to face  
off in the street: you’re a deputy and I’m a state governor, so let’s  
face off in the street coward deputy!” 
 
El Zabayar described Rangel Gomez’s conduct as using him to  
“intimidate the [Patriotic] collective…who have been submitted to all of 
his excesses without having restrained himself in this exercise of  
power, due to which I believe a psychiatric examination is prudent”.[lxi]  
 
Therefore in 2012 the workers' control movement in Venezuela, and in  
Bolivar state in particular, finds itself in a key moment. The many  
achievements by workers in taking over and collectively running  
individual factories, and in driving forward a project of workers' control 
for the state owned heavy industries in Guayana, have generated a  
backlash, not only among the US-backed conservative political  
opposition, transnational companies and private bosses, but also among a 
reactionary and bureaucratic faction within the Bolivarian revolution  
itself. 
 
This is because progress made by workers threatens those who only  
support Chavez for personal gain and political opportunism, and see  
their special privileges or vested interests threatened by worker  
control: there is little need for state managers or union bureaucrats if 
workers eliminate hierarchies and operate factories themselves in a  
participatory democratic manner. It also undermines those who hold a  
more restrictive view of what socialism is and argue that workers are  
‘not ready’ to operate factories themselves. Indeed, there are those in  
the government that hold socialism to be little more than state  
ownership of industry and central planning from above, with little  
participation from workers.[lxii]  
 
Thus, while in many individual examples like Grafitos del Orinoco  
workers continue to deepen their workers' control model, and in several  
CVG factories elections for workers councils are underway, in others,  
this reactionary faction is successfully undermining the PGS. This is  
particularly evident in Alcasa, which was considered by many as the most 
advanced of the CVG factories in implementing the PGS. 
 
The role of President Hugo Chavez himself has displayed  
contradictions. Through both his discourse and action, Chavez has given  
important on-going institutional and moral support for the PGS and  
workers' control in general, and it is not for nothing that he enjoys  



strong support among workers' control activists. However, the Venezuelan 
president has also made decisions in response to differing political  
pressures and depending on the balance of forces in a particular  
situation, as highlighted in his dismissal of his right-wing labour  
minister Rivero in 2008, and his acceptance of the dismissal of Sayago  
in January 2012. 
 
Chavez has not directly intervened in the conflict in Bolivar state  
over the PGS in recent months. The Venezuelan president only fully  
re-emerged onto the public scene in late May after successfully  
undergoing several stages of radiotherapy treatment for cancer in Cuba.  
In light of presidential elections on October 7, and an opposition  
united behind candidate Henrique Capriles Radonski, it is quite possible 
that Chavez has his eye focused on the national strategic objective of  
keeping the right wing opposition out of power and continuing as the  
head of the Bolivarian revolution. 
 
Indeed, during a speech to mark the 10th anniversary of  
the brief coup against him 11 – 13 April 2002, Chavez exhorted  
supporters to “maintain unity…and above all, more unity,” and to  
strengthen that unity with “debates and criticisms”. This message likely 
makes sense in many areas of the country, where differing factions  
within the Bolivarian camp can come together during the presidential  
election campaign to see off the (albeit distant) electoral threat posed 
by the conservative Table for Democratic Unity (MUD) coalition.  
However, this is more difficult to maintain in Bolivar state, where a  
reactionary faction within the revolution poses one of the active  
threats to workers' control in the heavy industries and the continued  
progress of the Bolivarian revolution in the Guayana region as a whole. 
 
Conclusion 
The course of the struggle for workers' control in Venezuela has  
highlighted important characteristics of the Bolivarian revolution, as  
well as containing important lessons for movements for radical social  
change globally. 
 
One of these characteristics is the on-going, and perhaps growing,  
internal contradiction in the Bolivarian revolution between the  
bureaucracy and politically reformist elements which, both consciously  
and unconsciously, act to slow continued social, economic and political  
transformation, and a more radical wing committed to a deeper process  
of revolutionary change. 
 
On a positive note, the coming together of the Patriotic Committees  
in Guayana demonstrated the extent to which grassroots organisations in  
the region are working together and are able to unite to resist attempts 



to undermine the Plan Socialist Guayana. That said, these groups were  
unable to prevent the dismissal of Elio Sayago from Alcasa, showing that 
the bureaucracy have the power to put the PGS in real danger from being 
realised. 
 
It is important to point out that the workers' control movement is one  
part of a varied and exciting process underway in Venezuela,  
encompassing community councils, communes, community media, 
women’s,  
LGBT, afro-descendent and indigenous groups, and radical government  
policies domestically and internationally, from social programs to  
solidarity-based international alliances such as the ALBA (Alliance for  
the Bolivarian Peoples of our America). The political spaces available  
to push the workers' control movement forward will be partly determined, 
not only by workers’ ability to organise and struggle, but also by the  
general direction the revolution takes in the coming months and years. 
 
Author Steve Ellner has observed how the Bolivarian revolution can be 
characterised by cycles of radicalisation, often driven in response to  
successfully fighting off attacks from the opposition.[lxiii]  
 
Will a strong election victory for Chavez in October mark a move  
against internal barriers to further radical transformation in  
Venezuela? In the election campaign on 26 July, Chavez highlighted his  
awareness of the problems of bureaucracy in state institutions, when he  
spoke of the importance of self-criticism and the need to correct  
existing errors in the revolutionary process. He personally addressed  
the bureaucracy, saying that “the office, the meetings, the analysis,  
the air conditioning, the chauffeur and the good salary; that’s not  
worth anything, what matters is the commitment with the people, that’s  
why we’re here”. 
 
Finally, by what has been achieved so far, Venezuela’s workers' control 
movement demonstrates to the world that workers can indeed collectively 
self-manage their factories and workplaces, and that capitalist  
hierarchies and divisions of labour are not the only, nor best, way of  
organising economic life. By running production in a collectively  
democratic manner, workers’ alienation from their labour and the unfair  
distribution of produced resources can be overcome, while leading to the 
greater education and consciousness of workers. Such a model can also  
benefit society as a whole, as production is geared toward the needs of  
society and not profit for capitalists, and lays the basis for deeper  
economic and social transformation. In the context of austerity being  
imposed by an elite upon peoples across Europe and North America as a  
result of the latest crisis of capitalism, workers' control in Venezuela  
is another example of not only how another, better, world is possible,  



but also what that world could look like. 
http://links.org.au/node/2995 
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Mali's War: The Wages of Sin 

 

 

 

Conn Hallinan 28 August 2012 
 
The reports filtering out of Northern Mali are appalling: a young couple 
stoned to death, iconic ancient shrines dismantled, and some 365,000 
refugees fleeing beatings and whippings for the slightest violations of 
Sharia law. But the bad dream unfolding in this West African country is 
less the product of a radical version of Islam than a consequence of the 
West’s scramble for resources on this vast continent, and the wages of sin 
from the recent Libyan war. 
 
The current crisis gripping northern Mali—an area about the size of 
France—has its origins in the early years of the Bush administration, 
when the United States declared the Sahara desert a hotbed of “terrorism” 
and poured arms and Special Forces into the area as part of the 
Trans-Saharan Counter Terrorism Initiative. But according to 
anthropologist Jeremy Keenan, who has done extensive fieldwork in Mali 
and the surrounding area, the “terrorism” label had no basis in fact and 
was simply designed to “justify the militarization of Africa.” 
 
The U.S. military claimed that when the Taliban fell in Afghanistan, 
terrorists moved west into the Horn of Africa, Sudan, and the Sahara. But 
Keenan says “there was absolutely no evidence for that,” dubbing the 
charge “really a figment of imagination.” The real targets of the enlarged 
U.S. military footprint were “oil resources” and “the gradually increasing 
threat of China on the continent.” 
 
The United States currently receives about 18 percent of its energy 
supplies from Africa, a figure that is slated to rise to 25 percent by 2015. 
Africa also provides about one-third of China’s energy needs, plus copper, 
platinum, timber, and iron ore. According to the Financial Times, new gas 
fields were recently discovered on the Algeria-Mali border. 



 
A Web of Local Conflicts 
To be sure, there have been terrorist acts in Africa. In 1998, bombers 
targeted hotels in Kenya and, in 2002, a synagogue in Tunisia. The 2004 
Madrid train bombers were associated with the Moroccan Islamic Combat 
Group, an organization that set off bombs in Casablanca in 2003. 
 
But these groups had no affiliation with international terror groups like 
al-Qaeda, and the only one that could be said to be Sahara-based was the 
Algerian Salafist Group for Fighting and Preaching. That group later 
renamed itself “Al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb” (AQIM). 
 
In 2006, the International Crisis Group concluded that the Sahara “was not 
a hotbed of terrorism” and that most North African governments saw the 
Trans-Saharan Initiative as a way to tap into high-end arms technology 
like attack helicopters, night vision equipment, and sophisticated 
communications networks. 
 
When the U.S. African Command (AFRICOM) was formed in 2008, it 
took over the Initiative and began working directly with countries in the 
region, including Mali, Morocco, Tunisia, Chad, Niger, Mauritania, and 
Senegal. Indeed, the only country in the region that did not have a tie to 
AFRICOM was Libya. 
 
The United States also has basing agreements with Uganda, Ghana, 
Namibia, Gabon, and Zambia. Some 1,500 U.S. Marines are currently 
deployed at Lemonier, a French Foreign Legion base in Djibouti on the 
horn of Africa. 
 
The “terrorism” label has always been a slippery one. For instance, the 
United States supported the 2006 Ethiopian invasion of Somalia that 
overthrew the Union of Islamic Courts (UIC) government. Washington 
said the UIC was associated with al-Qaeda but never produced any 
evidence. The UIC was a moderate Islamist movement that drove out the 
U.S.-supported warlords and brought peace to Somalia for the first time 
since 1991. It included such radical Islamist groups as al-Shabab, but 
those organizations did not dominate the government. 
 
The Ethiopian invasion changed all that. For Somalians, Ethiopia is a 
traditional enemy, and al- Shabab succeeded in uniting a large section of 
the population against the occupation. Thus, a small group that was 
marginal in the UIC became the backbone of the resistance. “The end 
result of the US-backed invasion was driving Somalia into the al-Qaeda 
fold,” says Somalia’s former foreign minister, Ismail Mahmoud Hurre. 
 
The crisis in Mali has a long history rooted in the country’s deep poverty 



on one hand, and on the other, a push by the Tuaregs—a nomadic Berber 
people that has long controlled trans-Saharan trade—for greater autonomy 
and a bigger piece of the development pie. The Tuaregs have staged 
unsuccessful revolts four times since Mali won its independence from 
France in 1960, but the fall of Muammar Gaddafi in Libya gave them a 
golden opportunity. 
 
Gaddafi had long supported the Tuaregs in their war for independence, 
and many Tuaregs served as pro-government mercenaries in Libya. When 
Gaddafi fell, a cornucopia of arms opened for the Tuaregs, who quickly 
put their newly acquired firepower to use against the largely ineffective 
Malian army. 
 
The so-called “terrorist” groups, like Ansar al-Din, al-Tawhid wa al-Jihad, 
and AQIM, only moved in after the Tuareg Movement for the National 
Liberation of Azawad had expelled the Malian army from the north and 
declared a separate country. It is these groups that are stoning people to 
death, tearing down Sufi shrines, and enforcing rigid Sharia law. The 
Tuaregs have largely been pushed to the side, and many of them have 
returned to the desert, abandoning cities like Timbuktu, Gao, and Kidal to 
the Islamic groups. 
 
Besides the original protagonists in northern Mali, there is growing 
tension between the Islamists and the Songhai, Mali’s largest ethnic 
group. There are rumors that Songhai villages are organizing militias, 
adding yet another dimension of potential trouble. 
 
None of this had to happen. 
When the UN Security Council passed Resolution 1973 on March 17 last 
year, it was to “protect civilians” in Libya. At the time, the 53-member 
African Union(AU) was attempting to negotiate a political solution to the 
crisis, but two days after the UN resolution was approved, NATO 
launched Operation Odyssey Dawn. 
 
On March 20, the AU met in Mauritania in an effort to stop the fighting. 
“Our desire,” read a joint AU statement “is that Libya’s unity and 
territorial integrity be respected as well as the rejection of any kind of 
foreign intervention.” The AU was acutely aware that Africa’s delicate 
post-colonial borders have enormous potential for creating instability, and 
that Libya might end up being a falling domino. 
 
“Whatever the motivation of the principal NATO belligerents [in ousting 
Gaddafi], the law of unintended consequences is exacting a heavy toll on 
Mali today,” former UN regional envoy Robert Fowler told the Guardian, 
“and will continue to do so throughout the Sahel as the vast store of 
Libyan weapons spreads across this, one of the most unstable regions of 



the world.” 
 
A decade of growing U.S. military involvement on the continent has not 
only failed to curb instability and the growth of so-called “terrorist” 
groups; the United States’ actions in Somalia and Libya have directly fed 
the formation of such organizations. And “training” foreign militaries has 
hardly stabilized things. Indeed, Amadou Sanogo, the Malian army 
captain who overthrew the civilian government in the wake of the Tuareg 
offensive, was trained by the U.S. military. Sanogo attended the Defense 
Language Institute in 2005 and 2007, a U.S. Army intelligence program in 
2008, and an officer-training course in 2010. 
 
Forecast: Blowback 
“Terrorism” in Africa is fueled by local conditions, not by an international 
jihadist agenda. Boko Haram in Nigeria reflects the tension between the 
country’s largely poverty-stricken Islamic north and its more prosperous 
Christian south. Similar fault lines run through Niger, Ivory Coast, and 
Cameroon. Terrorism in Algeria and Morocco mirrors economies that are 
unable to provide jobs for a huge swath of their populations, coupled with 
authoritarian political structures that stifle any attempt to do something 
about it. Somalia was first a pawn in the Cold War, and then the very 
definition of chaos. When an Islamist government began taming that 
chaos, the United States overthrew it, unleashing al-Shabab. 
 
Hundreds of millions of dollars in aid is being directed at fighting 
terrorism on the continent, and the U.S. military is training the armed 
forces of dozens of African nations. A Malian army captain used that aid 
and training to pull off a coup that now threatens to turn into a regional 
war. 
 
Will Morocco use U.S. aid to fight terrorism or instead tighten its grip 
over the mineral-rich Western Sahara and re-ignite its war with the 
Polisario Front? Will Niger fight “terrorists” or crush Tuareg resistance to 
French uranium mining in the Sahara? Will Algeria go after the AQIM or 
its own outlawed Islamist organizations? Will aid to fight terrorism in 
Nigeria be diverted to smash resistance by local people to oil production 
in the Niger Delta? 
 
Bayonets won’t defeat the source of terrorism and instability in Africa. 
Indeed, military solutions tend to act as recruiting sergeants for groups 
like AQIM. Africa doesn’t need more weapons—it needs aid, 
development, and programs that lift a significant section of the continent’s 
population out of poverty.  
www.zcommunications.org 
 
 



 

Does world trade justify Durban's port expansion? 

 

 

 

Patrick Bond 27 August 2012 
 
Will there be more than 20 million containers per year handled in 
Durban's harbours a decade from now? 
 
There are different estimates of how many million containers are handled 
in the Durban port now, and I'm inclined to believe the low-end figures 
I've seen, of around 1.5 million/year. Other figures are as high as 2.7 
million.  
 
This is the largest such container terminal in Africa, but here's why I think 
the genuine figures are on the low side: a shocking crash in the Baltic Dry 
Index in early 2012, which left this most trusted measure of world trade at 
the extremely low level it fell to during the crash of early 2009 - a level 
lower than the Index has seen for 27 years (when apartheid economic 
sanctions suddenly bit hard, in mid-1985).  
 
The Baltic Dry Index is "an assessment of the price of moving the major 
raw materials by sea. Taking in 23 shipping routes measured on a 
timecharter basis, the index covers Handysize, Supramax, Panamax, and 
Capesize dry bulk carriers carrying a range of commodities including coal, 
iron ore and grain." 
 
Here are the short and long-term declines in world trade measured by this 
index, below. 
 
If the Sutcliffe plan to expand the existing port and add the new Dig Out 
Port was generated prior to mid-2008, which we know it was, then the 
2001-08 rise by a factor of nearly ten would have encouraged Sutcliffe to 
believe in another ten-fold increase in traffic by 2020. 
 
My guess is that was faith in constant capitalist growth - rather than 
awareness of marxist theory of capitalist crisis he supposedly learned at 
Ohio State University while doing his PhD - that allowed Sutcliffe to go 
along with what were probably Transnet projections on shipping. 
 
The reality, however, is obvious: a subsequent four-year decline in world 
trade that probably will not be reversed sufficiently to allow a ten-fold rise 
in Durban shipping trade this coming decade, given that the European 
crisis continues and Chinese manufacturing is also shrinking. 
 



So we'll be left with massive overcapacity; which it seems we already 
have if these charts below are accurate. 
 

 

 

 



 
Just the latest of the famous Durban White Elephants, queuing up to chow 
more taxpayer subsidy funding (ccs.ukzn.ac.za/default.asp?11,65,3,2726 ) 

 

Impala workers: revolting against the NUM’s betrayal 

 

 

 

Happy Nokwane 2 May 2012  
 
On March 20, workers of Impala Platinum chased away the National 
Union of Mineworkers (NUM) from over 20 of Impala’s shafts, and the 
workers’ independent committee took over the running of the offices. This 
gives an indication of the serious crisis we as mine workers in Rustenburg 
face because of the NUM, the biggest union in the mines. In the mining 
industry many workers lost their jobs. But the NUM does nothing. In fact, 
the NUM is an accomplice of the mine owners in many job losses. 
Workers no longer trust their union. 
 
The Impala shafts which have now been taken over by the workers’ 
committee are the ones that were involved in the drawn-out strike which 
started with 6000 rock drill operators (RDOs) laying down tools in 
February 2012. The RDOs went on strike after finding out that they were 
earning half the wages (R4500 compared to R9000) of other workers – 
miners and LHD drivers – as they were left out of a wage increase 
agreement which had been negotiated by the NUM. The strike was 
declared illegal and all these workers were dismissed. Without the RDOs, 
the mine could not operate. Their colleagues demanded that the company 
must give them all equal wage increases. In total 17200 employees 
embarked on strike. Meanwhile the NUM was supporting the employer 
saying that the strike was illegal. When Impala fired all 17 200 workers, 
the NUM commented in the media that management had made a mistake 
in allowing the workers to remain in the hostels after dismissing them. 
 
The strike started to be violent when the NUM and the employer 
re-employed some workers while dismissing others, which is selective 
re-employment. The communities also came out in protest supporting the 
workers on strike. Four workers who went back to work were killed. 
Others who broke the strike were stripped naked by the strikers. They 
were humiliated in front of the community. The NUM and Cosatu, 
together with the ANC tried to convince the workers to return to work, but 
couldn’t control the workers. Even the paramount chief, Molotlhegi, 
together with the Rustenburg mayor, Mpho Khonou, were stoned by the 
strikers. 
 



Impala agreed to re-employ 15 000 workers. 2260 were left out, on the 
pretext that the strike had resulted in such loss of production that the 
company could no longer operate as before. In reality, it was those 
workers who were seen as having started the strike who were left out. 
Workers were selected for re-employment by the NUM together with 
management, through the NUM calling a meeting promising reinstatement 
for all workers. Instead of reinstatement, Impala re-employed the workers, 
which meant that the workers’ previous years of service, with all the 
benefits accumulated, were erased. 
 
The Impala strike was sparked by the wage increase which had been 
agreed by NUM and management which discriminates other workers who 
are doing the same job. So who is going to represent the workers if our 
own unions share the mission and vision of the capitalists? Our unions are 
now money-making schemes which are selling the rights of workers to the 
capitalists to fill their own coffers. 
 
Recently at Samancor, the NUM also made a deal with management to 
end a strike without the support of the workers. The union leaders did not 
even report back to the workers. In the end it was management which 
came to the workers telling them that they had reached an agreement with 
the union. The bosses even advised the workers to consider finding 
another union that would not sell them out! 
 
The Murray & Roberts struggle 
On August 19, 2009, we Murray and Roberts workers were told by our 
NUM shop stewards that we would go on strike, that we had a certificate. 
On the 23rd, a Sunday, the shop stewards together with the NUM chief 
negotiator came to us saying they had not yet gotten anywhere with the 
company and that the company was asking for us to suspend the strike so 
that they could continue negotiating. We asked them if we had a 
certificate. They said yes, there was a certificate to strike. We said that we 
wanted to continue with the strike. They said they would go back to 
continue the talks on Monday. Then they started telling us that there was a 
problem with the certificate; that it had not been signed by the 
commissioner etc. They were refusing to show us the certificate, coming 
with excuses. We got a comrade to check on the internet and we found 
that there was a valid certificate. That’s when we clashed with our shop 
stewards. During this whole process no one from the national executive 
council came to explain the situation. It was just us and the shop stewards. 
On the 25th we elected our own strike committee. We sent the strike 
committee to the company but they were not prepared to talk to us. That’s 
when we started to strike. We marched to the NUM office. We demanded 
our NUM flag. They refused to give it to us. Our shop stewards came to 
address us and told us that they had already signed. The workers chased 
the shop stewards away. That’s when we realised that the NUM is not 



really working for us. The strike was declared illegal on the 25th. We 
were 4900 who were dismissed. We were told to go back to work. When 
we went some were accepted back, others were rejected. Those who were 
not allowed back were told “you are the major cause of the strike”. It was 
our own shop stewards who were selecting who would be allowed back to 
work. If you had spoken in a meeting and so on, they targeted you. 
 
We approached the NUM for assistance. There was only one of the 
provincial officials, Manenze, who was prepared to try to help us. He said 
he would talk to management. We were staying in tents in Matebeleng, 
and we trusted him because he was staying there with us. He referred a 
case to the CCMA. The case went to Labour Court. NUM promised us 
that we would all be taken back to work, 200 of us at the time. But after 
that, cde Manenze never came back to us. 
 
Now, in 2012, the case is eventually going for trial, but the NUM has 
abandoned it and so has the union we joined after the strike, MEWUSA. 
Only Cosawu remains to represent the workers against Murray and 
Roberts. 
 
We tried by all means to talk to our previous leaders about this case but 
we were getting nowhere. They called us criminals, saying that we were 
“out of control”. We approached Cosatu in the North West, and Solly 
Phetoe did try to talk to the NUM leaders but eith no results. We even met 
with Julius Malema. He told us that if we could not agree with the NUM 
there was nothing he could do because the NUM was affiliated to the 
ANC. We tried everything, we went to the councillor, to the local ANC 
structures. We approached Cosatu at its national congress in September 
2009. No one was willing to help us. 
 
The problem with the NUM is that they are not really representing the 
workers. Most of the shop stewards are trying to befriend management, 
looking out for their own benefits. The NUM’s provident fund owns 
shares in the mines in Rustenburg, including in Murray and Roberts. A 
raise for us is coming out of their own coffers. 
 
The NUM takes you out on strike, but at the end you don’t get even half 
of what you wanted, as seen recently at Samancor. You just get more 
promises. 
 
The MEWUSA leadership has taken that union down the same road - 
without any alternative to the capitalist order, they prefer working 
hand-in-hand with the bosses over leading our struggles, and for this 
reason they also suppress union democracy and worker control. 
 
South Africa, we are going nowhere under the so-called Tripartite 



Alliance of the ANC. Cosatu and ANC leaders meet but are still divided 
among themselves. To mention one example: the case against ANC 
councillor Wolmarans who is the speaker of the ANC in Rustenburg local 
municipality and its former mayor. He is accused of ordering the 
assassination of Moss Phakoe, another ANC councillor and Cosatu leader 
who was shot dead in 2009 after exposing corruption. 
 
The divisions in Cosatu are also clear as workers in most of the mines in 
Rustenburg, including for example Samancor, Murray and Roberts, 
Xstrata and Impala, did not support the general strike on March 7. On 
Cosatu’s side, there was no mobilisation; no pamphlets, no posters. But 
the real reason workers did not participate is that they don’t trust their 
union anymore. 
 
The problem facing mine workers is that we are being exploited both by 
our unions and the employer. We as the ex-employees of Murray and 
Roberts were lucky and because we were helped by the DSM. That’s why 
our case is proceeding in Labour Court. What the workers really need now 
to have a way forward is to build a new better union that will really fight 
www.socialistsouthafrica.co.za 
 
 

 

Marikana massacre, the struggle continues 

 

 

 

Liv Shange, Democratic Socialist Movement (CWI in South Africa) 23 
August 2012 
 
As we publish these reports from Democratic Socialist Movement (DSM - 
CWI in South Africa) activists on the ground, reports are coming in of a 
spreading of the miners’ struggle, with a dispute of similar characteristics 
and demands having broken out at Anglo Platinum mines, in the same 
area. Workers are in rebellion against the NUM representatives, and have 
set up committees to control the struggle from below. More reports and 
analysis to follow soon...  
 
At 7 AM on Monday August 20, 10 000 striking Lonmin workers and 
Marikana community members gathered for a mass meeting in the fields 
outside the hostels and slums where they live. Presided over by what 
remains, after Thursday’s shooting left 34 workers dead and 78 wounded 
and hospitalised, while 259 have been arrested (all according to police 
figures), of the strike committee, the mass discussed the meaning of the 
massacre, Lonmin’s refusal to negotiate, the media’s distortion of events, 
how to deal with strike breaking, and how to locate and bury the bodies of 



the dead. The company’s ultimatum to return to work the same day or face 
dismissal was furiously rejected.  
 
Lonmin claimed on Tuesday that a third of its 28 000 workforce had gone 
back to work. Despite this the mood among the workers remains 
determined and defiant. Workers reported on Monday that those who were 
returning to work were taken back to the shafts forcefully by the police.  
 
During the weekend, workers had withdrawn from the “mountain” where 
they had gathered up until then. The area was quiet and people appeared 
nervous and on guard. Police and mine security guards were posted at 
checkpoints all over the area, with heavy armoured vehicles, rifles and 
machine guns blocking access to the mine. A ministerial task team 
appointed to deal with the situation did not dare to set foot in Marikana as 
planned on Monday.  
 
Julius Malema, the former African National Congress Youth League 
(ANCYL) who was recently expelled from the ANC, on the other hand, 
addressed a mass meeting on Saturday. His Friends of the Youth 
League-outfit has also arranged the lawyer representing the 259 workers 
who appeared in court on Monday, on a number of charges including 
murder and is threatening to sue the police officers involved in the 
shooting. He launched scathing attacks on President Zuma and the hated 
National Union of Mine workers (NUM) (where the leadership is part of 
the Zuma faction of the ANC). One of Lonmin’s major shareholders is 
Cyril Ramaphosa, the NUM-general-secretary-turned-capitalist and, 
incidentally, the head of the ANC’s disciplinary appeals committee who 
delivered the devastating expulsion ruling on Malema. Malema correctly 
pointed out that the massacre was government acting in defence of 
Ramaphosa’s profits and that the NUM had ceased to be a union and, 
through its investment arm, become “a company”. This message resonates 
deeply with workers who have experienced the counter-revolution within 
the former revolutionary NUM, and indeed ANC, which Malema 
unfortunately aims to re-enter at this stage rather than build a new 
workers’ force.  
 
“This is not our government”, said women who on Saturday were 
protesting in search for their men who had been missing since Thursday.  
 
In a matter of three minutes on Thursday afternoon the class character of 
the ANC government and the state machinery which the 3000 police 
stationed around Marikana are part of was exposed to millions. This may 
be a turning point in the class struggles in SA, which have been 
intensifying so that in the past three years each day has seen on average 
three mass protests.  
 



The role of the media also stands mercilessly exposed to the workers at 
Marikana. The hail of false claims (e.g. the stories about workers being 
promised a 300% wage increase), omissions (e.g. how the violence was 
started), distortion by toning down (e.g the initial number of dead reported 
was 12) and exaggerating (e.g. how workers supposedly made outrageous 
demands and then attacked the police because they were “possessed” by a 
medicine man). The class hatred that has almost been dripping off the 
editorials in particular, have all been taken to heart. As a worker at 
Monday’s mass meeting said: “The same people who own Lonmin own 
the media.”  
 
The class consciousness of the capitalist ruling class has also been 
sharpened, with the entire elite rallying behind the crushing of the 
workers’ uprising. Rattled, the bosses of the platinum and gold mining 
houses were in a meeting with Susan Shabangu on Saturday, apparently 
trying to figure out how to impose law and order without new 
embarrassments. Business Day, the most “serious” capitalist newspaper in 
SA, is hammering home the point that the capitalist ruling class and all its 
hangers-on must now rally behind the NUM – this message of course 
remains wrapped up in euphemisms, but is still a crystal-clear admission 
of the role this union plays as capital’s specialised HR department, and 
worse.  
 
Taking note of the concerted capitalist offensive, Rustenburg mine 
workers are intensely aware of the need to unite and organise as workers. 
While before the strike there were still wide layers of workers who, 
though having seen the NUM for what it is were still reluctant to abandon 
it for the untested alternative AMCU (Association of Mine workers and 
Construction Union), the events of last week have definitely sealed the 
NUM’s fate.  
 
“The most burning issue now is to carry through the complete transfer of 
the members in all shafts from NUM to AMCU”, said one of the workers, 
and to find the bodies of everyone who was killed and bury them.  
 
While the Lonmin strike is not lead by AMCU, and scepticism over it has 
increased for many workers who feel it is not standing the test of the strike 
well, it is clear that many, many workers will now join AMCU. AMCU is 
a break-away from NUM that spent most of its twelve-year existence out 
of the spotlight, without expressing any difference with the Cosatu unions 
in principle. The ferment which met it on arrival on the Rustenburg mines 
a couple of years ago appears to have overwhelmed it. As workers 
marched out of NUM at Lonmin last year, and at Impala Platinum and 
Anglo Platinum earlier this year, the AMCU has established itself as the 
main alternative. Workers at Lonmin, like workers all over the Rustenburg 
mines, decided to secure maximum unity in action by forming a workers’ 



committee without links to either NUM or AMCU. The AMCU leaders’ 
main focus at the moment seems to be to wash their hands off the 
accusations of irresponsibility that are being poured over them by the 
ruling elite. What role it will play going forward will be determined by the 
extent to which workers can set it on a fighting, socialist programme.  
 
The Democratic Socialist Movement (CWI in South Africa) calls for a 
local general strike in support of the Lonmin workers demand for a living 
wage of R12 500 per month, for the formation of a Rustenburg-wide 
workers and community forum comprised of delegates from all the mines 
and the surrounding working class communities and for a national and 
international day of action in protest against the massacre and in support 
of the workers’ demands.  
 
Already strikes are underway at two other Rustenburg mines over similar 
demands. Lonmin workers report that the police stopped and turned away 
three buses loaded with workers from Anglo Platinum, the world’s largest 
platinum producer which was also recently rocked by a “wildcat” strike, 
that were headed for the Monday mass meeting to show solidarity, and 
that workers of various shafts around Rustenburg have taken solidarity 
action.  
 
South Africa: Mine worker massacre: workers imprisoned at mine 
shaft over three days without charges. Reports of torture  
 
On Saturday August 18, a group of about 100 women marched at the 
entrance of Lonmin’s nr. 1 shaft, demanding to go inside and see their 
men – brothers, husbands, fathers – whom they had not seen since the 
police attack on Thursday.  
 
According to the police, 34 were shot dead on Thursday, 78 wounded and 
259 detained. The women protesting in front of the blocked entrance say 
that many more are missing.  
 
“I’m looking for my brother, said a young woman. I haven’t seen him 
since Thursday. I can’t sleep or eat.”  
 
“I got an sms from my brother, said another young woman, he said that 
inside the shaft, they are forced to take off their clothes and the police 
pour burning water [chemicals] on their bodies, red and blue water. And 
they are beating them.”  
 
The march, supported by comrades from the Democratic Socialist 
Movement (CWI in South Africa) branch in nearby Matebeleng and 
student leaders from the Tshwane University of Technology, proceeded to 
Lonmin’s Andrew Saffy Hospital, having been told that the information 



on who was being held by the police would be found there. At the hospital 
the demonstration was met by a locked gate, armed security guards and a 
Hippo (armoured vehicle). After about an hour’s heated protest and 
negotiations with the hospital management and the security guards, a 
small concession was won: the list of the hospitalised, dead and arrested 
was released. But most of the group were not interested in the list. “They 
haven’t put the real names”, said several of the women. “People are 
scared, and the list does not tell you anything.”  
 
Others explained that the aim of the march had been solely to access the 
jailed workers, that they did not want to know at this stage who had been 
killed, that they were not ready for a situation where some among them 
would collapse and the protest would disintegrate. Darkness had fallen 
and the women agreed to meet up the following day.  
 
On Sunday, at the funeral of one of the policemen who were killed during 
the clashes on August 13, SA’s newly appointed police commissioner 
Riah Phiyega said that the police should not be sorry, while the Lonmin 
management again presented the workers with an ultimatum to return to 
work or face dismissal. The 259 men, dressed in blood-stained clothes, 
some with make-shift bandages, appeared in court on Monday after being 
held for more than three days without charges. They were charged with 
murder, amongst other crimes, and kept in custody.  
://www.socialistworld.net 
 
 

 

The brutal history of South Africa's platinum industry 

 

 

 

Socialist Worker Online 22 August 2012 
 
Gavin Capps looks at how platinum has taken centre stage in South 
Africa’s mining industry—and how workers have paid the cost 
 
Platinum mining is a big part of South Africa’s economy. South Africa 
holds 88 percent of the world’s platinum reserves and accounts for over 
three quarters of global platinum production. 
 
In the boom years between 1994 and 2009 the industry grew by 67 
percent, making it the single largest component of the country’s mining 
sector. 
 
The period saw a huge wave of mine expansion and investment, including 
at British-owned Lonmin, the owners of the mine at the centre of the 



battle (see below). 
 
With gold in long-term decline because of the difficulty of reaching the 
remaining reserves, platinum has become the pivot around which South 
Africa’s mining future turns. 
 
The ANC government has identified mining as central to its new 
resource-based development strategy. It even plans a “platinum valley” to 
concentrate platinum-based manufacturing industries. 
 
However, its plans have been severely hit by the global crisis and a 
dramatic fall in the price of platinum over the past year. The earlier 
scramble to expand production has now led to a situation of global 
over-supply.  
 
Pressure 
At the same time, rising wage pressure, electricity and transport costs are 
squeezing profits. This has led some smaller producers such as Aquarius 
to temporarily close their mines. All the big players are radically cutting 
back on their investment plans.  
 
Anglo Platinum—which alone accounts for 60 percent of world platinum 
production—has been particularly hard hit. It recorded a loss of £20 
million in first six months of 2012. For its part, Lonmin has cut its 
planned spending for the next two years from £285 million a year down to 
£160 million. 
 
Now the South African ruling class is panicked by militancy. It is 
particularly scared by the growth of the Association of Mineworkers and 
Construction Union (AMCU) and its power to shut down production. 
 
It is equally worried by the loss of control by the established National 
Union of Mineworkers (NUM).  
 
The union has been central to dampening and deflecting struggle since it 
became deeply embedded with management. Since 1994 it has effectively 
worked for the government. 
 
A militant strike at the Impala platinum mine in January set a pattern. It 
lasted six weeks, cost Impala £180 million and stopped almost half of 
national platinum output.  
 
This strike resulted in a sudden growth of the AMCU at other mines, 
including Lonmin, which is terrifying the bosses, the ANC and the NUM 
alike. 
 



Lonrho’s shameful hidden history 
Lonmin is the renamed British company Lonrho. The name change hides 
a shameful history even for an industry as brutal as mining. The firm was 
originally set up in 1909 to grab mining rights in what was then called 
Rhodesia. 
 
Even British Tory prime minister Edward Heath called Lonrho’s boss 
Tiny Rowland “the unacceptable face of capitalism” in 1973. 
 
This was amid allegations of tax avoidance, bribing African leaders and 
breaking UN sanctions against the racist regime in Rhodesia. 
 
Golden tradition of workers’ fight  
Since gold was discovered in South Africa in the 19th century, more than 
80,000 miners have died in avoidable accidents. But this brutality has 
gone along with a long history of militancy.  
 
The current National Union of Mineworkers first built its strength from 
strikes in the gold mines under the apartheid regime in 1975. It faced 
systematic repression. 
 
In 1986 177 miners died in an accident caused by cost-cutting. More than 
300,000 miners struck for a day. And in 1987 330,000 miners struck for 
21 days, proving the power of the black working class in South Africa. 
www.socialistworker.co.uk 
 
 

 

WikiLeaks and Free Speech 

 

 

 

Michael Moore and Oliver Stone 21 August 2012 
 
WE have spent our careers as filmmakers making the case that the news 
media in the United States often fail to inform Americans about the uglier 
actions of our own government. We therefore have been deeply grateful 
for the accomplishments of WikiLeaks, and applaud Ecuador’s decision to 
grant diplomatic asylum to its founder, Julian Assange, who is now living 
in the Ecuadorean Embassy in London. 
 
Ecuador has acted in accordance with important principles of international 
human rights. Indeed, nothing could demonstrate the appropriateness of 
Ecuador’s action more than the British government’s threat to violate a 
sacrosanct principle of diplomatic relations and invade the embassy to 
arrest Mr. Assange. 



 
Since WikiLeaks’ founding, it has revealed the “Collateral Murder” 
footage that shows the seemingly indiscriminate killing of Baghdad 
civilians by a United States Apache attack helicopter; further fine-grained 
detail about the true face of the Iraq and Afghanistan wars; United States 
collusion with Yemen’s dictatorship to conceal our responsibility for 
bombing strikes there; the Obama administration’s pressure on other 
nations not to prosecute Bush-era officials for torture; and much more. 
 
Predictably, the response from those who would prefer that Americans 
remain in the dark has been ferocious. Top elected leaders from both 
parties have called Mr. Assange a “high-tech terrorist.” And Senator 
Dianne Feinstein, the California Democrat who leads the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence, has demanded that he be prosecuted under the 
Espionage Act. Most Americans, Britons and Swedes are unaware that 
Sweden has not formally charged Mr. Assange with any crime. Rather, it 
has issued a warrant for his arrest to question him about allegations of 
sexual assault in 2010. 
 
All such allegations must be thoroughly investigated before Mr. Assange 
moves to a country that might put him beyond the reach of the Swedish 
justice system. But it is the British and Swedish governments that stand in 
the way of an investigation, not Mr. Assange. 
 
Swedish authorities have traveled to other countries to conduct 
interrogations when needed, and the WikiLeaks founder has made clear 
his willingness to be questioned in London. Moreover, the Ecuadorean 
government made a direct offer to Sweden to allow Mr. Assange to be 
interviewed within Ecuador’s embassy. In both instances, Sweden refused. 
 
Mr. Assange has also committed to traveling to Sweden immediately if 
the Swedish government pledges that it will not extradite him to the 
United States. Swedish officials have shown no interest in exploring this 
proposal, and Foreign Minister Carl Bildt recently told a legal adviser to 
Mr. Assange and WikiLeaks unequivocally that Sweden would not make 
such a pledge. The British government would also have the right under the 
relevant treaty to prevent Mr. Assange’s extradition to the United States 
from Sweden, and has also refused to pledge that it would use this power. 
Ecuador’s attempts to facilitate that arrangement with both governments 
were rejected. 
 
Taken together, the British and Swedish governments’ actions suggest to 
us that their real agenda is to get Mr. Assange to Sweden. Because of 
treaty and other considerations, he probably could be more easily 
extradited from there to the United States to face charges. Mr. Assange 
has every reason to fear such an outcome.The Justice Department recently 



confirmed that it was continuing to investigate WikiLeaks, and 
just-disclosed Australian government documents from this past February 
state that “the U.S. investigation into possible criminal conduct by Mr. 
Assange has been ongoing for more than a year.” WikiLeaks itself has 
published e-mails from Stratfor, a private intelligence corporation, which 
state that a grand jury has already returned a sealed indictment of Mr. 
Assange. And history indicates Sweden would buckle to any pressure 
from the United States to hand over Mr. Assange. In 2001 the Swedish 
government delivered two Egyptians seeking asylum to the C.I.A., which 
rendered them to the Mubarak regime, which tortured them. 
 
If Mr. Assange is extradited to the United States, the consequences will 
reverberate for years around the world. Mr. Assange is not an American 
citizen, and none of his actions have taken place on American soil. If the 
United States can prosecute a journalist in these circumstances, the 
governments of Russia or China could, by the same logic, demand that 
foreign reporters anywhere on earth be extradited for violating their laws. 
The setting of such a precedent should deeply concern everyone, admirers 
of WikiLeaks or not. 
 
We urge the people of Britain and Sweden to demand that their 
governments answer some basic questions: Why do the Swedish 
authorities refuse to question Mr. Assange in London? And why can 
neither government promise that Mr. Assange will not be extradited to the 
United States? The citizens of Britain and Sweden have a rare opportunity 
to make a stand for free speech on behalf of the entire globe. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Michael Moore and Oliver Stone are Academy Award-winning 
filmmakers.  

 

Mining & Repression in Guatemala 

 

 

 

Mining, Repression And The Rhetoric Of Democracy And The Rule 
Of Law In Guatemala 
Grahame Russell 20 August 2012 
 
Increasingly, over the past few years, information has been published 
about serious human rights violations and health and environmental harms 
being caused in Guatemala by (mainly) Canadian mining company 
operations: Goldcorp Inc, Radius Gold, Tahoe Resources, Hudbay 
Minerals, Skye Resources, etc. 
 
It is not possible to understand how these violations and harms occur, and 



will continue to occur, without understanding the political context. In 
short, global mining companies profit financially and benefit directly from 
the fundamental lack of democracy and the rule of law in Guatemala, both 
historically and on-going today. (This is true, in varying degrees, about 
global businesses and investors operating in many countries around the 
world.) 
 
Rhetoric aside about respecting the sovereign democratic will of the duly 
elected officials of Guatemala, about abiding by the laws and regulations 
that govern the country and the mining industry, impunity and corruption 
are the norm in Guatemala. The wealthy elites in Guatemala, including 
international companies and investors, act with a huge amount of impunity 
and have almost complete immunity from legal or political accountability. 
 
The roots of Guatemala's impunity and corruption go back 500 years to 
the European invasion of the Americas. In recent history, Guatemala’s 
impunity and corruption are rooted in the 1954 military coup, and in the 
State repression and genocide of the 1970s, 80s and early 90s. 
 
Military coups and mining 
While Guatemala has the formal structures of a democratic country -- 
political parties, elections every 4 years, ostensible separation of powers 
between the executive, legislative and judicial branches, etc. -- the country 
is deeply characterized by historically rooted racism, exploitation and 
poverty, repression and the impunity and corruption with which the 
powerful sectors act. 
 
Most Guatemalans refer to 1944-54 as their only time of real democracy, 
when successive civilian governments came to power and actually started 
to bring about positive reforms as to how the country operated. This 
"democratic spring" was ended brutally in 1954 when the U.S. 
government orchestrated a military coup against the government of 
President Arbenz. The North American media played its role supporting 
this illegal intervention using the 'Cold War' propaganda of "fighting 
communism" to justify the unjustifiable. U.S. allies, notably Canada and 
western European nations, turned a blind eye to yet one more U.S. led 
intervention. 
 
Soon after the 1954 coup, global nickel companies -- notably the 
Canadian mining giant INCO (International Nickel Company) -- set up 
shop in eastern Guatemala, in the Mayan Qeqchi territories of El Estor 
(department of Izabal) and Panzos (Alta Verapaz). 
 
The fundamental point to understand, with respect to the next 60 years of 
nickel mining related harms and violations (that continue today), is that 
INCO received its concession and actually purchased a huge swath of land 



from the post-military coup regime. Since INCO's arrival in Guatemala, 
these concessions and purchases have been challenged as illegal by the 
Qeqchi people who have lived in this region for 100s of years ... to no 
avail. The post-1954 military regime was certainly not going to respect the 
democratic will and human rights of the Guatemala population, 
particularly of the Mayan majority. 
 
Ignoring that it acquired its concessions and land from a repressive, 
post-military coup regime, INCO (and other nickel companies since then, 
including Skye Resources and Hudbay Minerals) have always referred to 
the local indigenous populations as "illegal squatters." 
 
Genocide and mining 
Flash forward 20 years. The same military and oligarchic sectors that 
collaborated with the U.S. government to carry out the 1954 military 
coup, and were thus brought back to power, collaborated with the U.S. 
government in the worst years of State repression and genocide in the late 
1970s, 80s and early 90s. Again, the justification of the unjustifiable was 
the "war on communism." 
 
In 1999, the United Nations 'Truth Commission' published its "Memory of 
Silence" report about the atrocities committed in Guatemala during the 
'Cold War' years of repression and genocide, concluding that at least 
250,000 mainly people were killed or disappeared and that in certain 
Mayan dominated regions of the country, genocide was planned and 
carried out against the local Mayan populations. While the Truth 
Commission did not go into depth examining the role of other 
governments and international actors in supporting or participating in the 
State repression and genocide, it did conclude that INCO (via its 
Guatemalan subsidiary EXMIBAL) collaborated with the Guatemalan 
military in the El Estor region in the 1970s and early 80s, in the carrying 
out of human rights violations, including killings and disappearances, 
against the local Qeqchi population. No justice was ever done for these 
crimes; INCO was never held accountable, neither in Guatemala nor in 
Canada, for its collusion with successive military regimes in Guatemala. 
 
The point to highlight, again, is that while cloaking its operations with the 
rhetoric of democracy, the rule of law and helping bring development to 
Guatemala, INCO was directly partnered with military regimes that were 
brutalizing their own population, acting with absolute impunity. 
 
Flash ahead again. The current wave of mining related harms and 
violations begins in the late 1990s when the majority of Guatemalans were 
still reeling from two decades of extreme military repression and 
genocide. Even as most Guatemalans were barely beginning to talk 
publicly about the years of repression and genocide, and while Mayan 



communities were just beginning the process of digging up mass graves to 
give their massacred loved ones decent burials, Guatemala’s Congress -- 
undemocratic by just about any definition -- reformed the country's 
Mining Law in favour of global companies and investors, and the Ministry 
and Mines and Energy -- equally undemocratic -- handed out hundreds of 
mining concessions to mainly Canadian mining companies. 
 
Most Guatemalans had no knowledge of, or participation in the mining 
law reforms. In violation of national and international law, the 
government of Guatemala never carried out any transparent consultations, 
asking for and getting the permission of local populations, before giving 
mining concessions to international companies. 
 
Again, the fundamental point is that through the 1990s and into the 2000s, 
Guatemala's ostensibly democratic governments have been dominated by 
the same military and oligarchic elites that were brought back to power by 
the 1954 military coup and who were in power during the worst years of 
repression and genocide in the late 70s, 80s and early 90s. 
 
In the late 90s and early 2000s, when most of the ill-gotten concessions 
were acquired by global mining companies, the FRG (Guatemalan 
Republican Front) was the dominant political party in Guatemala. Former 
general Efrain Rios Montt was the president of the FRG and the most 
powerful politician in Guatemala. Rios Montt is well known, 
internationally, to have been one of the main intellectual authors of 
Guatemala's worst years of repression and genocide. In fact, he is on trial 
for being an intellectual author of Guatemala's genocide in the Mayan Ixil 
region. 
 
During these years, other governments and the international business and 
investor community had no qualms, whatsoever, doing business with a 
regime led by Rios Montt. Most Canadian companies operating in 
Guatemala today, including Goldcorp, actually got their mining 
concessions when the FRG party formed the government and when Rios 
Montt was the president of Congress and by any measure the most 
powerful politician in the country. 
 
Similarly today, the government of Guatemala is led by former general 
Otto Perez Molina, also known to be one of the intellectual authors of 
Guatemala’s genocide and state repression. Today, no government, let 
alone the international business and investor community has expressed 
any concern about doing business with a government led by Perez Molina. 
 
In a global order based on the rule of law, both Rios Montt and Perez 
Molina would be in jail, for life, on war crimes charges. 
 



Added to this dismal and undemocratic political reality, every national and 
international human rights group that reports on human rights violations in 
Guatemala concludes that impunity remains the norm in Guatemala. Over 
99 per cent of all crimes never get resolved let alone even investigated. 
 
In this context, global mining companies predictably violate human rights 
and cause health and environmental harms in their operations, knowing 
full well they will not be held accountable in Guatemala. 
 
Relationship of robbery 
But this is not narrowly a 'Guatemalan' problem; it is profoundly a 
'Canadian' problem. The mining operations and struggles playing 
themselves out in Guatemala are examples of the global economy at work. 
It is a north-south business, by definition, and a profoundly unequal, 
unjust one. As the vast majority of profits flow north to company 
directors, shareholders, investors and tax payments, all the harms and 
violations occur where the mines operate. 
 
Given the reality of historic repression, impunity and corruption in 
Guatemala, it is extremely difficult and dangerous for Guatemalans to 
demand accountability from their own government and powerful 
economic sectors. And yet, they keep on struggling, peacefully, in defense 
of their community well-being, water sources, forests and lands, for real 
democracy and for a functioning and fair legal system. Repression 
--including shootings, killings, illegal forced evictions, jailings on 
trumped up charges -- continue unabated. 
 
Ultimately, it is Canadians -- the direct and indirect beneficiaries of these 
mining operations -- who have as much, if not more responsibility to 
challenge and change these relationships of mining operations, harms and 
violations, and unjust enrichment. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Grahame Russell is a human rights lawyer and co-director of Rights 
Action.  
 
 

 

Ireland: Living standards of the poor slashed while the rich get richer  

 

 

 

Tony Healy 17 August 2012 
 
There has been a certain feeling over the past three or four years that we 
are living through history, the sort of history, that is, which people pick 



over many years into the future when they try to explain the factors that 
led to a war or a revolution for example. 
 
It would be hard to look at the end of the Celtic Tiger, the mass 
mobilisations of the working class during 2009, the collapse of Fianna 
Fáil, the bailout and the mass unemployment and the emigration without 
considering these to be years of massive change and storm and stress in 
Irish Society. 
 
The period between 1912 and 1916 in Ireland was also a period of 
enormous change culminating in the Rising, which laid the basis itself for 
the War of Independence and the Civil war. As Marxists we look at the 
big picture first, the crisis of overproduction in the USA, the collapse of 
the sub- prime market, the banking crisis, the global economic crisis, the 
sovereign debt crisis, the Arab Revolution, the crisis in Greece and the 
swing to the left in the recent Greek and French elections. 
 
But whether you look on the highest global level, or at the way the crisis 
impacts on individual workers, young people and their families, you 
would have to acknowledge that it is the working class in all countries, as 
well as the old, the sick and the very young who have suffered the most as 
a consequence of the crisis within the capitalist system. We didn’t create 
the crisis, but working people have been presented time and time again 
with the bill. We’ve had emergency budgets, four year budget plans, 
levies and reform, restructure and redeployments. 
 
The recent report from Social Justice Ireland reveals the extent of the 
impact on the most vulnerable layers of the population in the state. Basing 
themselves on official CSO figures the report shows that the poorest 
section of the population suffered a drop of almost 20% in their disposable 
income during 2010 while the top 10% gained 4%. This is the figure after 
taxes and Social Welfare payments are taken into consideration. The Irish 
Examiner reports: 
 
"Social Justice Ireland has blamed government policy for continuing to 
increase the income of the richest 10% of households and widening the 
gap between the wealthy and the rest of society. 
 
"It says the top 10% of the population receive almost 14 times more 
disposable income than the poorest 10% — it was eight times more in 
1980. 
 
"Social Justice Ireland director Sean Healy said the current strategy by the 
Government was making the situation worse. 
 
" 'There is something profoundly wrong with government decisions that 



produce this lop-sided distribution of income favouring the richest when 
Ireland’s poor and middle income people struggle to make ends meet in 
these extremely difficult times'.” 
 
Under these conditions it is no surprise first of all that the previous 
government fell so far in the February 2011 General Election. But we 
would have to ask the question: Under these conditions how can the 
Labour leaders justify a policy of further austerity and a meek submission 
to the programme of Fine Gael and the Troika? 
 
Connolly and Marx explained that the government in a capitalist society 
acts merely as the executive of the whole of the ruling class. These 
statistics illustrate just how valid that argument is today. The austerity is 
building up tremendous resentment among the working class. The attacks 
on the Croke Park Deal and the volatility on a European level are 
preparing the way for further attacks on the Irish working class. These 
statistics are a warning of what has already happened and what is to come 
in the future. More than ever before we need a socialist alternative! 
www.marxist.com 
 
 

 

SOLIDARITY WITH THE LONMIN MINERS 

 

 

 

 
Stop Lonmin’s massacre of striking workers at Marikana, South 
Africa  
For a general strike to end the Marikana massacre 
DSM (CWI South Africa) 17 August 2012 
 
At least twelve workers were shot dead, and many more injured, on 
August 16 as a massive police and army assault was launched to crush a 
strike by thousands of workers at platinum miner Lonmin’s shafts in 
Marikana outside Rustenburg, in addition to at least six mine workers who 
were killed in clashes earlier on in the strike which began August 10. Two 
policemen and two mine security guards were also killed in the 
near-civil-war-like conditions. It is clear that the Lonmin bosses, backed 
by the entire big business elite and its servants in the government, the 
police and army are hellbent on restoring order at any cost. The 



Democratic Socialist Movement (DSM - CWI in South Africa) appeals for 
socialists and trade unionists internationally to protest against the 
massacre that is now being set in motion.  
 
The background is that thousands of workers at Lonmin, the wolrd’s third 
largest platinum producer, went on strike in demand of an increase from 
their current R4000 poverty wages to a R12500 living wage on August 10. 
The strike was initiated by workers belonging to AMCU, a break-away 
union from the dominant National Union of Mine workers (NUM). It 
appears the strike, which grew in numbers to involve tens of thousands of 
workers, was attacked not only by the infamously brutal mine security but 
also by the NUM, which attempted to force workers to break the strike. 
This provoked mistaken retaliations such as the torching of a car which 
led to the death of the two security guards on Saturday and the killing of 
two police officers on Monday. This has given the government an excuse 
to restore “law and order”, and Lonmin’s rapidly falling share price, 
through what is nothing less than an orchestrated massacre.  
 
The area is under siege, with the battle clearly being prepared for in the 
last couple of days. Lonmin withdrew from negotiations which had been 
agreed for August 15 stating that the matter would now be “in the hands 
of the police”. No longer able to rely on containing the workers through 
the NUM leaders, the bosses have now resorted to brute force. By 
drowning this uprising in blood, the bosses may win a battle but not the 
war which has been brewing on Rustenburg’s platinum mines for years 
now. As a result of the global economic crisis, the platinum price has 
fallen drastically and the bosses are desperate to make the workers pay. 
That is why they are resolved, with the backing of the entire ruling class, 
not to give an inch to the bold strike launched by the Lonmin workers.  
 
The Rustenburg region is the world’s largest platinum ore deposit and the 
recent closure of shafts by some mines have alerted its tens of thousands 
of workers to the urgent need to fight back. In doing so, increasing 
numbers are turning their backs on the NUM – once one of the proudest, 
most militant trade unions in SA but now, through backdoor deals with the 
bosses, investment companies and an alliance with the capitalist African 
National Congress-government, it is so discredited that its leaders only 
dare to address workers protected by guns, life guards and police 
armoured vehicles. Seeking a way forward, many workers have gone into 
AMCU, and with the NUM, backed by management, defending its turf, a 
tense stalemate has been established this year.  
 
The DSM is calling on workers in both unions to demand united solidarity 
action, beginning with a local general strike, involving all the platinum 
shafts and the bitterly poor local working class communities. We also call 
for a national general strike to end the shooting of striking workers, and 



for a campaign of rolling mass action for the nationalisation of the mines 
under workers control and management.  
www.socialistworld.net  
 
We appeal to comrades internationally to send protests to the Lonmin 
head office in London:  
Lonmin Plc  
 
4 Grosvenor Place  
London  
SW1X 7YL  
Tel: +44 (0)20 7201 6000  
Fax: +44 (0)20 7201 6100  
Email: contact@lonmin.com  
 
Please send copies to the DSM, democraticsocialist@mweb.co.za  
 
MODEL PROTEST LETTER:   
 
Attention: CEO Ian Farmer and Chairman Roger Phillimore,  
 
I/ we …………………….. call on Lonmin to intervene to stop the 
massacre of its striking workers at Marikana, South Africa immediately. A 
yet unknown number of striking workers were shot dead on August 16 by 
police in an orchestrated confrontation which was the direct result of 
Lonmin’s withdrawal from negotiations with the workers who are striking 
for a living wage.  
 
We demand that Lonmin steps in to call on the police, army and mine 
security to withdraw and initiates new negotiations with the 
representatives chosen by the workers on strike.  
 
We demand that Lonmin withdraws its threat to dismiss all striking 
workers with immediate effect.  
 
We demand the full satisfaction of the striking workers’ just demands  
 
Only such steps could possibly take away from the fact that Lonmin is 
currently part of orchestrating a mass murder on largely defenceless 
workers in defence of its share price.  
 
Yours … 
 

 

 



 
FOR A GENERAL STRIKE TO END THE MARIKANA 
MASSACRE 
DEMOCRATIC SOCIALIST MOVEMENT STATEMENT AUGUST 
Liv Shange Friday, 17 August 2012  
 
UNITED WORKERS SOLIDARITY ACTION MUST BE CALLED 
TO END THE MASSACRE IN MARIKANA 
FOR A GENERAL STRIKE – FOR NATIONALISATION UNDER 
WORKERS’ CONTROL  
 
The Democratic Socialist Movement condemns the massacre on the 
striking Lonmin workers. The massive assault by thousands of police 
using live ammunition against mostly unarmed workers was not an 
accident. This is the capitalist ruling class’ premeditated effort to restore 
their order – the dictatorship of the bosses – by crushing the mine 
workers’ uprising in blood. United on one side in this class war are the 
police, army, government, the Lonmin bosses and the whole capitalist 
elite, and, we unfortunately have to add, the NUM bosses. For them the 
death toll – to which another twelve have been added only in the last few 
hours at the time of writing – is just a slightly irritating threat to the value 
of their shares and the size of their profits. They get filthy rich through the 
working class’ sweat, tears and hunger – and blood, when required. It is 
time for the working class to stand up and fight back – for a general strike 
of all North West mines and working class communities. 
 
The police may drown the Lonmin strike in blood for the time being but 
this will not end the war that has broken into the open in Rustenburg. The 
roots of the conflict are the capitalist system’s global economic crisis and 
the crisis of working class leadership. The platinum price has fallen 
sharply as a result of the economic crisis and the mine bosses are going on 
the attack to make workers pay. By shutting down production they hope 
they can drive up the platinum price and their multi-billion profits. The 
NUM and Cosatu leaders do not have any defence to put up against the 
attacks by the capitalists, because they see no alternative to the logic of 
the capitalist system which they are increasingly part of managing as part 
of the ruling ANC’s Alliance. Cosatu’s policy of class collaboration, from 
officials down to shop steward level being in the pockets of management 
to the Nedlac talkshop, is the suicidal result. 
 
By betraying every key principle of the workers’ struggle the NUM 
leaders turned into the mine bosses reliable agents. Over the past few 
years, workers at Murray and Roberts, Lonmin, Impala, Samancor, Anglo, 
have again and again been forced to strike in rebellion against the NUM 
leaders because they have struck deals with management behind the 
workers’ backs. This forced the NUM officials into the habit of addressing 



workers gun-in-holster or shielded by police armoured vehicles. They 
NUM leaders have killed the union by allowing themselves to be used as 
the bosses line managers, getting bought houses and cars and investing the 
workers money in joint ventures with the bosses. 
 
Failing to provide a way forward for the workers based on class unity, the 
NUM has also allowed the survival of dangerous tribalist tendencies based 
on the mine bosses’ maintaining a migrant labour system aimed at 
dividing workers amongst themselves, and workers from local 
communities. 
 
Today when Lonmin workers stand up for a R12500 living wage, the 
NUM calls for the police and the army, while the NUM GS Baleni just got 
a R40 000 monthly salary increase. By going in to actively break the 
Lonmin strike, allowing its members to be used as cannon fodder by the 
bosses to divide the struggle, and calling on the bosses, the police and 
army to step in to suppress the strike, the NUM leadership crossed the 
class line. 
 
The Association of Mine workers and Construction Union (AMCU) has 
stepped into the vacuum left by the NUM leaders’ betrayal but it has yet 
to prove it can unite workers behind a real alternative. 
 
The DSM believes that for AMCU to be able to provide a way forward it 
would have to base itself on a programme that recognises that what is 
flaring up in Rustenburg is a more intense phase of the class war in which 
the platinum bosses, along with their likes all over the world, are trying to 
offload the burden of the escalating global economic crisis onto the backs 
of the workers. In that situation trade unions must either take the side of 
the bosses, as the NUM has in effect done, or take up the battle and turn it 
against the bosses, fighting against closures, retrenchment and short-time 
until the end while launching a mass campaign for the nationalisation of 
the mines under worker control and management. 
 
A union worth the name should also call for the all workers, whether they 
belong to AMCU, NUM or another union, to unite behind the demand for 
a living wage for all. The crisis can only be resolved by workers uniting 
across union and tribal lines. 
 
We have no doubt it was the police and mine security that first attacked 
the striking workers, as so many times before in Rustenburg and 
elsewhere in the country. Last, three workers at M&Rs’ K5 shaft in 
Marikana were shot dead by police and mine security as their protest 
march was attacked on August 1. Another two of about 20 injured workers 
have since died of their shot wounds. We stand for workers’ right to 
defend themselves, in a disciplined way. It was a mistake for Lonmin 



workers to respond by killing first two security guards, on Saturday, and 
then two police officers on Monday. This did not move the workers’ 
struggle forward but divided it. It gave the police, the mine bosses and the 
state cover behind which they could crush the strike. 
 
The DSM is urging workers inside AMCU and the NUM to demand of 
their unions: 
 
To organise immediate solidarity strike action on all the North West 
mining operations uniting behind the Lonmin workers’ demand for a 
living wage and for the withdrawal of the police and army 
To appeal to all the surrounding working class communities to join in 
mass action in solidarity with the demand for a living wage and for the 
platinum wealth to be used for the needs of society, not for profit 
To call and prepare for a general strike in protest against the massacre and 
for a living wage 
To set up a joint trade union and strike committee-led investigation into 
the Marikana massacre 
To organise disciplined and accountable self-defence committees and put 
an end to the killing of fellow workers 
To start a campaign of rolling mass action for the nationalisation of the 
mines under workers democratic control and management 
www.socialistsouthafrica.co.za 
 
FOR MORE INFORMATION CALL MAMETLWE SEBEI 0726576750 
OR LIV SHANGE 0741059622 
 
 

 

The Greek Grassroots Challenge to the Politics of Austerity 

 

 

 

Thomas Harrison 16 August 2012 
 
Harrison and Landy, Co-Directors of the Campaign for Peace and 
Democracy (New York), recently returned from a trip to Greece, where 
they met with activists and others to gain a better understanding of the 
popular upsurge against the Greek government's austerity program. 
 
The crisis in Greece began with the discovery that the Greek government 
had been concealing the size of its debt in order to stay within the 
monetary union guidelines: it was revealed to be 120 percent of GDP, one 
of the highest percentages in the world. This massive debt was the result 
of several factors: reckless borrowing, for example to finance the 
Olympics and to buy weaponry from Germany and the U.S. (Greece 



spends more on defense as a proportion of GDP than any other EU 
member) and flagrant tax evasion by the rich - but also the structure of the 
Eurozone itself, which was designed to create a market for German 
exports in Greece and the other weaker European economies by replacing 
weak local currencies with the Euro. This encouraged excessive 
borrowing. The "Troika" of the European Central Bank, the European 
Commission, and the International Monetary Fund agreed to a "rescue 
package" - three big chunks of bailout money - in return for Greece 
signing a "memorandum" promising massive privatization of public assets 
and harsh austerity measures - cutting government spending on wages, 
pensions, social welfare - to free up money for paying down the debt. 
 
In part because of the worldwide recession, government revenues fell 
despite the spending cuts, and the debt continued to grow. Meanwhile, the 
austerity program provoked massive resistance from the Greek people. 
Huge protest marches on May Day 2010 were attacked by the riot police 
and followed by a general strike - the first of 16 since that date. Over the 
next two years, hundreds of thousands demonstrated repeatedly in the 
streets of Athens and other cities, Parliament was stormed several times, 
clashes with the riot police were a regular occurrence, and public squares 
across the country, including Syntagma Square in Athens, were occupied. 
As Parliament continued to do the Troika's bidding, passing one savage 
austerity package after another, popular support for the two political 
parties that have dominated Greek politics since the 70s - the conservative 
New Democracy and the nominally socialist PASOK - collapsed. 
 
Elections in the spring of 2012 constituted a political earthquake. In the 
first round of voting in May, the Coalition of the Radical Left, SYRIZA, 
hitherto one of the country's several minor parties, came in second, with 
nearly 17 percent of the vote, just behind New Democracy. PASOK saw 
its share of the vote plummet from 44 percent in the last election in 2009 
to 13 percent. At the same time, the neo-Nazi Golden Dawn gained 
parliamentary seats -- 18 -- for the first time as a result of winning more 
than 425,000 votes, close to seven percent of the total. This is in 
comparison to three years before, when Golden Dawn had a tiny .46 
percent of the vote. After attempts to form a new government failed, 
another election was scheduled for June 17. With opinion polls showing 
that SYRIZA might come in first, the Greek corporate media and 
European, especially German, officials went into high gear, warning the 
Greek people that a victory by SYRIZA would bring internal anarchy and 
result in Greece's expulsion from the Eurozone. To a certain extent this 
terror campaign worked. Despite the growing popularity of SYRIZA and 
its leader Alexis Tsipras, many voters apparently took fright and either 
abstained or voted for the parties of the memorandum. By the same token, 
however, many other voters rallied to SYRIZA for refusing to back down 
on its opposition to the memorandum. As a result, while SYRIZA again 



came in second, this time it won an astounding 27 percent of the vote. 
 
Everyone seems to expect that the current coalition government of New 
Democracy, PASOK, and Democratic Left - a more conservative 
social-democratic split-off from SYRIZA - will be short-lived and that 
new elections might very well bring SYRIZA to power. The Troika has so 
far appeared determined to make an example of Greece by not allowing 
any renegotiation of the memorandum. Meanwhile, the country is 
enduring depression-like conditions, with official unemployment now at 
23 percent but probably closer to 30 percent in reality, and youth 
unemployment exceeding 50 percent. 
 
This was the background to our visit to Athens, July 5-12. We met with a 
number of SYRIZA activists, including party leaders, a woman involved 
in immigrant rights, and two young men from the Front of the Greek 
Anti-Capitalist Left, ANTARSYA. We also spoke to several people who 
were not political activists. 
 
Athens certainly does not look like a city in the midst of great upheaval, 
let alone on the verge of revolution. We were in a working class district at 
one point and in another residential area that seemed pretty modest, as 
well as in the center. Especially for foreign visitors, signs of economic 
distress were hard to detect, although we were told that there is great 
suffering "behind closed doors." We can't recall seeing any begging. 
Wherever we were, we scarcely ever noticed political signs or posters or 
people leafleting. Of course, it was summertime, when things simmer 
down for a while. Perhaps too we were seeing signs of fatigue after two 
and a half years of militant protest. On the other hand, steel workers were 
on strike in an Athens suburb, and there were environmentalist protests 
against gold mining in Chalkidiki. And we heard and read about almost 
daily attacks on immigrants by members of the neo-Nazi Golden Dawn, 
Chrysi Avgi (more about which below.) 
 
SYRIZA  
Michalis Spourdalakis, a professor at the University of Athens, told us 
some of the history of SYRIZA. Until now, it has been a coalition of 
several parties rather than a single organization. The largest by far is 
Synaspism?s, whose older leaders come out of the Eurocommunist current 
that split with the Communist Party, the KKE, in the 1980s. SYRIZA 
itself emerged from the Greek wing of the anti-globalization movement 
about eleven years ago. But it was the great popular upsurge against 
austerity that turned SYRIZA into a major force. Since the crisis began, 
the organization has been joined by some of the more leftwing members 
of PASOK, including a few members of parliament. Its mass support, 
however, is recent and comes from the streets. Time and again we heard 
that SYRIZA had earned the respect and loyalty of activists, especially of 



young people, by its intense involvement in and its "non-hegemonic" 
approach to the strikes, demonstrations and occupations. SYRIZA, we 
were told, showed its commitment to listening to and building the 
movement -- rather than simply recruiting members, building their own 
organization, and heavy-handedly insisting on acceptance of SYRIZA's 
agenda. 
 
Spourdalakis stressed, as did most of the Greeks we spoke to, that 
SYRIZA is not a typical electoral machine but is instead rooted quite 
deliberately in mass actions - strikes, demonstrations, occupations -- in the 
midst of which its MPs and officials can be found along with rank and 
filers. SYRIZA people we spoke to seemed acutely aware of the danger of 
substitutionism, that is, substituting the party for social movements. At the 
same time, Spourdalakis insisted, having a presence in parliament is 
essential because that is where so much media attention is focused and 
where, of course, major decisions are made. 
 
Now that it has achieved a position of great trust and potential 
responsibility, SYRIZA has decided to transform itself into a unified 
organization, rather than a coalition of different organizations, and to 
recruit aggressively. While we were in Athens, SYRIZA announced that it 
was launching a big membership drive with the goal of growing from the 
current 15,000 to a party with many times that number of members. The 
separate components of the SYRIZA coalition will be able to become 
tendencies within the party. Recruitment will take place at worksites, on 
campuses, in the streets and at the local assemblies that SYRIZA has been 
holding since before the elections. We attended one of these assemblies in 
an open area in the working-class suburb of Peristeri, attended by around 
600 people, according to our estimate. Tsipras gave a rousing speech, and 
we were told there would have been a discussion period following the talk 
had it not been so hot outside. 
 
Spourdalakis was cautiously optimistic about SYRIZA's future and said 
the party's ability to grow depended very much on staying deeply 
connected to extra-parliamentary struggles. For one thing, SYRIZA is 
now engaged in organizing unorganized workers - for example, bookstore 
employees, couriers, tutors, and other urban service workers -- into new 
unions. Greece has two main labor federations, one for public employees 
and the other for private, both of them controlled by PASOK, and a third, 
smaller but still sizeable federation run by the KKE. Most Greek unions 
contain caucuses that are linked to SYRIZA and ANTARSYA. We were 
told by ANTARSYA that their group is especially significant in the 
teachers' union, as is SYRIZA. 
 
SYRIZA declares that its first act, on winning power, will be to repudiate 
the memorandum. It will then demand re-negotiation of the debt to write 



off a major part of it. If that demand is rejected, a SYRIZA-led 
government will stop debt repayments. The party promises to impose 
heavy taxation on corporations and the wealthy, to nationalize the banks 
and re-nationalize those public services that have been privatized, to 
restore the minimum wage and labor contracts that have been undermined 
during the crisis, to drastically cut military spending, to emphasize 
renewable sources of energy, and to construct a strong social welfare state. 
 
Panos Trigazis, head of Synaspism?s's foreign policy section, was our 
genial host in Athens, introducing us to SYRIZA leaders and intellectuals 
and bringing us to a press conference, where we met Alexis Tsipras. 
Panos explained a great deal, including the meaning of SYRIZA's 
emblem: three superimposed banners, red for socialism, green for 
environmentalism, and purple for feminism and other social movements. 
As far we could see, the party's foreign policy is not too well defined at 
this point. Its printed statements in English are pretty much limited to 
relations with the EU and to regional disputes. SYRIZA takes the position 
that Cyprus should be re-united as bicommunal, bizonal federation 
without foreign armies and foreign bases. It wants better relations with 
Turkey and a mutual reduction in armaments, and it calls for a 
nuclear-free zone in the Middle East. SYRIZA's platform advocates the 
withdrawal of Greek troops from Afghanistan and the Balkans, and 
declares "No Greek soldiers beyond our own borders." It calls for the 
abolition of military cooperation with Israel, and support for the creation 
of a Palestinian State within the 1967 borders. The platform does call for 
Greek withdrawal from NATO, but a few people told us that this meant 
severing the military connection only. In any case, the platform also calls 
for closing down the U.S. base in Greece. 
 
The KKE and ANTARSYA  
As for the KKE, virtually every leftist we spoke to expressed disgust for 
its grotesque Stalinism (this is not just an epithet; the party actually 
glorifies Stalin) and fanatical sectarianism, which has seriously 
undermined the anti-austerity movement. The KKE has refused to join any 
kind of united front, and apparently its chief slogan during the elections 
was "Do Not Trust SYRIZA." In general, the KKE will not participate in 
any action it does not control - for example the huge annual Anti-Racism 
Festival, which we were lucky enough to attend. This three-day festival 
has been held in a park on the outskirts of Athens every summer for 16 
years and is a moving expression of solidarity with the country's 
beleaguered immigrant communities. This July organizers estimated that 
more than 22,000 people, immigrants and non-immigrants, had attended. 
 
The KKE is anti-EU, but so are other elements on the left, including a 
group within SYRIZA, the Communist Organization of Greece, the KOE, 
which has Maoist roots. Also in favor of an immediate "Grexit" from the 



EU is ANTARSYA. One afternoon at a café near Syntagma Square, we 
talked with two of its young members. They were worried about popular 
demobilization now that the elections were over and were skeptical of 
SYRIZA's ability or willingness to spearhead struggles against the new 
government's plans to privatize much of Greece's state assets. They 
warned that SYRIZA was not preparing people for a showdown with the 
Troika and the EU. ANTARSYA calls for unilateral cancellation of the 
Greek debt, except for money owed to pension funds; this in contrast to 
SYRIZA's position of repudiating some of the debt but negotiating the 
rest. And it advocates immediate withdrawal from the EU rather than 
attempting to transform and democratize it, which is the stand taken by 
SYRIZA's leading elements. 
 
The ANTARSYA members said that SYRIZA is run by a small group 
around Tsipras, which is fairly autonomous, even in relation to 
Synaspism?s members, and that a strong presence among SYRIZA's 
leadership is also occupied by former PASOK MPs. The revolutionary 
groups within SYRIZA have almost no public profile, they said, and 
instead of pushing the party further to the left have restrained themselves 
in response to pressure from what they describe as the dominant 
social-democratic elements and a perceived need for unity. They claimed 
that after the June election, Tsipras had said that SYRIZA would not put 
people in the streets but would act as a responsible opposition. 
 
It was difficult for us to assess the validity of ANTARSYA's various 
critiques of SYRIZA and its strategy of immediate exit from the Euro, but 
in any event we asked the young ANTARSYA members if the group 
might not be more effective as a left wing within SYRIZA, rather than 
outside it. They said no, it was necessary to maintain their organizational 
independence to avoid cooptation, which they charged was or would be 
the inevitable fate of internal critics. We questioned this conclusion. It 
seemed to us that SYRIZA was a party in motion, attracting mass support 
and membership, and with, yes, the possibility of capitulating to the Greek 
and pan-European elites, but also with the potential of sparking a powerful 
chain of resistance to those elites. It should be noted that many 
ANTARSYA members voted for SYRIZA instead of the party's own 
candidates in June, and that some of ANTARSYA's leaders have gone 
over to SYRIZA. 
 
Lessons for the U.S. 
In fact we were struck by the contrast between SYRIZA, with its base in 
popular movements and its radical possibilities, and the Democratic Party 
in the U.S., which year after year corrals progressive movements into a 
party dominated by corporate interests incapable of fighting for 
progressive goals. In our country there has been plenty of direct action in 
the streets, in the public squares, on campuses, in workplaces. But unlike 



Greece, this has not been accompanied by direct action at the ballot box 
through a political party that is not beholden to big business and is clearly 
a party of the left. We think that the millions of Americans who are 
outraged by the ruthless pillaging of their society by arrogant elites 
desperately need an electoral movement like SYRIZA that is rooted in 
popular struggles and committed to winning and using political power to 
achieve progressive change. 
 
Golden Dawn 
While we were inspired, even exhilarated, by the strength of SYRIZA and 
its meteoric growth in influence and potential power, at the same time, we 
became increasingly aware of the ominous threat posed by the rise of 
Golden Dawn. Although it denies any association with neo-Nazism, 
Golden Dawn has adopted Third Reich paraphernalia and uses a symbol 
closely resembling the swastika. Its leaders have written and spoken of 
their admiration for Hitler and the Nazis. It is mobilizing anti-immigrant 
sentiment among many Greeks who blame immigrants for the economic 
crisis. Currently, SYRIZA has 71 MPs, compared with Golden Dawn's 18, 
which reflects the fact that so far they have been more successful than the 
right wing in gathering support from people enraged by the country's 
economic horrors. But there is no guarantee that this relative success will 
last. 
 
Golden Dawn regularly terrorizes immigrants, particularly those from 
Afghanistan and Pakistan, in the streets, in the public squares, on the 
metro, and in immigrant neighborhoods. They recruit bodybuilders from 
the gyms, and clothed in black, run through the streets in groups of 30 or 
40, shouting anti-immigrant slogans, threatening and beating people with 
darker skins. Many of its members are criminals convicted of contract 
killings, trafficking, assaults, rapes, and armed robberies. At the same 
time, they position themselves as the defenders of public order, for 
example offering to accompany older people to ATM machines to protect 
them from robbers. 
 
Golden Dawn has an alarming degree of support from the police, 
especially the riot police. It has been reported that as many as 50 percent 
of the police voted for its candidates in the June elections. Rather than 
protecting immigrants, the police regularly turn a blind eye to Golden 
Dawn's assaults. They often tell immigrants who complain of being 
attacked that they will have to defend themselves, or that they will have to 
pay a fee in order to file a formal complaint. In fact there are no such fees. 
[For a fuller account, see the Human Rights Watch report "Hate on the 
Streets: Xenophobic Violence in Greece," July 10, 2012 
 
Golden Dawn's vicious xenophobia is accompanied by a crude male 
chauvinism that is shocking to see in the 21st century. We were told that 



the party believes that woman's place is in the home not in public 
positions of power. This was acted out on a television talk show ten days 
before the June elections, when Golden Dawn spokesman Ilias Kasidiaris 
threw water in the face of one female SYRIZA MP, Rena Dourou, and 
then hit another woman, Liana Kanelli, a Communist MP, three times in 
the face. Kasidiaris was elected to his seat in parliament in the elections 
that followed soon after this grotesque incident. The British Guardian 
reported "Several hours after the incident, with the group still resolutely 
refusing to apologise, two MPs with the socialist Pasok party were 
attacked by Golden Dawn supporters as they campaigned in northern 
Greece…. In recent months, and especially in the weeks that have elapsed 
between Greece's two [May and June 2012] ballots, the party has been 
linked to a number of attacks on migrants, liberals, human rights activists 
and journalists, particularly women. [ "Golden Dawn MP's live TV assault 
shocks Greece," by Helena Smith, June 7 2012] 
 
Hilary Wainwright, founding editor of the lively left-wing British 
magazine Red Pepper, was in Greece at the same time we were. She has 
written an account of her trip in the current issue entitled "Greece: Syriza 
Shines a Light" . Wainwright gives the following account of SYRIZA's 
response to Golden Dawn's virulent racist behavior: 
 
On 23 June, for example, a gang of Golden Dawn thugs raided Pakistani 
grocers' shops in the working class suburb of Nikea, near the port of 
Piraeus, telling them they had one week to get ready and go, Äor else'. 
Syriza had won 38 per cent of the vote in Nikea … and after the attack the 
party helped to organise a rally and march of 3,000 in support of the 
shopkeepers…. 
 
SYRIZA has long opposed racism in Greece. It has for many years 
participated in the Anti-Racism Festivals. Meanwhile, however, the brutal 
attacks on immigrants continue, and we asked people in SYRIZA how the 
party was responding to these assaults on a day-to-day basis. Specifically 
we asked if, in light of the failure of the police to defend the immigrants, 
was SYRIZA organizing any kind of physical response to the Golden 
Dawn attacks. 
 
Leaders of SYRIZA told us that they believed that the effective response 
to Golden Dawn was political, to put forward a radical democratic agenda 
that could address the economic crisis in a progressive way rather than 
scapegoating immigrants. They also advocate human rights training for 
police and call on the police to do their job and protect victims of racist 
assault. They said that in their opinion to resist Golden Dawn physically 
would simply lead to disastrous fighting in the streets. SYRIZA wants to 
prevent the media from portraying a confrontation with Golden Dawn as a 
"clash of two extremes." 



 
We were concerned that the SYRIZA response, while good in many 
respects, is not adequate, and we found that several young SYRIZA 
members and supporters we spoke with also thought that more was 
needed. One young woman, for example, told us that when she had seen a 
Golden Dawn thug menacing an immigrant on the metro, she walked over 
and confronted him, demanding that he stop. Which he did. But, she said, 
if there had been five Golden Dawn thugs instead of just one, she doesn't 
think she would have been able to intervene in the same way. SYRIZA 
has to mount some kind of organized physical defense for the beleaguered 
immigrants, she thought. 
 
Another young SYRIZA member told us that recently in response to the 
repeated physical assaults on immigrants a group of young anarchists had 
beaten up a number of Golden Dawn members. He said that while 
SYRIZA wasn't able to confront the Golden Dawn this way, he was very 
glad that this had happened. It was a blow against impunity. 
 
When we asked SYRIZA leaders whether Golden Dawn could attack 
SYRIZA, they replied that Golden Dawn "wouldn't dare," suggesting that 
SYRIZA was so much stronger and more numerous that such an attack 
would be foolhardy. But we were concerned that, in addition to the moral 
imperative to defend immigrant victims, a failure to respond to Golden 
Dawn more forcefully now could embolden them for broader aggression 
against the left down the road. Even now, as we noted above, women, 
journalists, human rights activists and leftists have been targeted on 
occasion. 
 
There is a battle between the left and Golden Dawn as to who will be able 
to tap into and organize the rage of Greeks responding to their desperate 
conditions. We were told by a young SYRIZA member how this struggle 
emerged as early as the 2010 occupation of Syntagma Square. As we 
knew, the lower part of the Square was occupied by SYRIZA supporters 
and other leftists, but we learned that the upper Square was occupied by 
non-political people and right wingers who were waving huge Greek flags 
and saying that all politicians, including leftists, are corrupt and hopeless 
sell-outs. 
 
Large sections of the Greek population are cynical about all politicians, 
and this cynicism is justified by the record not only of avowedly 
conservative and centrist parties but also purportedly left parties like 
PASOK and Democratic Left, which have shown themselves unwilling to 
challenge the Troika's austerity prescriptions. The June elections of 2012 
were marked by a historically low participation rate, which reflected this 
popular distrust of all political parties. 
 



The Challenge Ahead 
This is the challenge now facing SYRIZA: Can it sustain resistance to the 
Troika and crucially, if elected, can it carry out a radical program that 
addresses the needs of the Greek people? Admittedly this wont be easy. 
There is a good chance that Greece will be forced out of the Eurozone if 
there is a SYRIZA government, though it seems that the country may be 
ejected even before that. Greece today revives many of the old questions 
about whether one can build socialism in one country,and we saw the 
disastrous consequences of the attempt to pursue that path in the Soviet 
Union. SYRIZA will need to implement the maximum possible 
anti-capitalist program at home, while at the same time engaging in the 
critical task of winning support for a radical, democratic socialist 
alternative from the rest of Europe -- from other countries with weak 
economies like Spain and Italy, to the countries of Northern Europe 
which, while more prosperous, also suffer from inequality, insecurity, and 
down the line, instability. 
 
Solidarity  
Dimitris Vitsas, the secretary of Synaspism?s, discussed with us the need 
to build international solidarity, not just with SYRIZA but with the Greek 
resistance as a whole. He suggested strengthening an international 
campaign that has already started around the slogan, "We Are All 
Greeks." Vitsas said that Greeks refuse to be the guinea pigs for extreme 
neoliberalism. Greece has been the weak link in the chain of austerity, but 
now SYRIZA's success offers the possibility that Greeks can show the 
way to fight back. We at the Campaign for Peace and Democracy plan to 
organize a campaign along these lines in the U.S., building on the Occupy 
Wall Street solidarity initiative several months ago. Stay tuned for future 
developments.  
www.zcommunications.org 
 
 

 

Hong Kong: Punish C.Y. and the corrupt establishment politicians! 

 

 

 

 
 
Prepare now for mass struggle – a socialist alternative is needed 
Dikang, Socialist Action 14 August 2012 



 
Hong Kong’s Legislative Council elections on September 9 take place 
against the backdrop of an unprecedented political crisis. Hundreds of 
thousands of ordinary people have shown their anger at the current state of 
affairs, joining huge demonstrations on June 4 (Tiananmen vigil), June 10 
(protest at death of Li Wangyang), July 1 (annual democracy protest) and 
July 29 (against school brainwashing plan).  
 
As this article will explain, Socialist Action is campaigning in support of 
‘Long Hair’ Leung Kwok-hung and the League of Social Democrats 
(LSD) in the elections. As a relatively new force, Socialist Action is 
unable – due to the excessive cost – to put up a candidate of our own for 
the Legco this time around. But just like last year’s district council 
elections, when Socialist Action did stand a candidate, our aim is not only 
to win votes, but also to raise political consciousness, build support for 
socialism and recruit new activists. We call for a vote for the LSD as the 
most radical alternative in these elections. A good result for the LSD and 
other so-called ‘radical’ candidates will lay the best ground for the coming 
struggles against C.Y’s government. But we also stress the need for a 
socialist alternative. A vote on September 9 is only the first step. To create 
a powerful socialist alternative we call on workers and youth to join 
Socialist Action and get active in the struggle. 
 
Crisis government 
Growing numbers in Hong Kong are being politicised. A combination of 
factors are behind this: the scandalous antics of an increasingly corrupt 
capitalist establishment, a ‘democratisation process’ stuck in reverse, and 
the most extreme wealth gap of any Asian economy. The imposition by 
the CCP dictatorship of Leung Chun-ying (C.Y.) as chief executive, in the 
most farcical of rigged elections, has only served to fan the flames of 
popular discontent.  
 
Rather than the customary political honeymoon enjoyed by most new 
governments, C.Y’s regime has been plunged into immediate crisis, hit by 
three ministerial scandals in its first five weeks. After what most 
commentators have called a “bad start” – referring to the 400,000 
demonstrators demanding his resignation on day one, Leung has 
accomplished the almost impossible feat of making his defeated opponent, 
the disaster-prone Henry Tang Ying-yen, look a safer choice from the 
standpoint of Beijing’s puppet-masters.  
 
As the South China Morning Post reported (21 July 2012) rumours are 
even circulating of a ‘Plan B’ among Beijing’s strategists to replace C.Y. 
just as Tung Chee-hwa was retired through “ill health” in 2005. This is not 
the most likely short-term perspective, as it would also involve a major 
loss of face for the CCP regime, but it cannot be excluded further down 



the line. With the situation in China becoming more and more unstable, 
the dictatorship above all wants “stability” in Hong Kong, something that 
C.Y. is unlikely to deliver.  
 
According to media reports even government insiders have taken to 
describing the new administration as an “overheated kitchen”. C.Y. not 
only faces a massive public backlash over his government’s national 
education plan, but is feeding even greater anger through his habit of 
appointing crooks, cheats and liars to top positions. It would appear the 
government is competing for ‘Olympic gold’ in ministerial resignations. 
Former development secretary Mak Chai-kwong lasted just 12 days, 
before being arrested for fraud involving housing allowances. His 
replacement, Paul Chan Mo-po, triggered immediate scandal when 
exposed as a rack-renting landlord of tiny subdivided cubicles. His 
attempted cover up fell apart within days. With Chan’s position hanging 
in the balance, fiasco is the only fitting description. 
 
Housing crisis 
What adds to the incendiary nature of these scandals is that they all 
involve the property sector. This sector – ruled by an unelected 
dictatorship of tycoons and speculators – has become sheer misery for big 
layers not just of the working class, but also growing sections of the 
middle class. Hong Kong has the most expensive house prices anywhere 
in the world, which have soared 80 per cent in the last three years. The 
Economist magazine’s (28 April 2012) own quarterly home-price index 
found Hong Kong property to be 58 percent above “fair value”, making it 
second only to Singapore as the most overvalued property market.  
 
There is an urgent need for more public housing, at cheap rents, with 
189,500 households currently on the waiting list. This figure understates 
the real extent of the housing crisis because at least 100,000 more people 
live in unsafe, unsanitary or temporary accommodation. At the same time, 
according to the admission of former chief executive Donald Tsang 
yam-kuen, Hong Kong has a staggering 228,000 empty apartments, 
mostly bought for the purpose of financial speculation.  
 
Socialist Action calls for an independent investigation and the 
confiscation of such unoccupied properties – where there is evidence of 
speculation. We also call for an emergency plan to build 50,000 public 
rental apartments every year, which would necessitate the nationalisation 
of the property companies and banks under democratic public control as 
the only way to break the resistance of the money-grabbing tycoons.  
 
C.Y. has attempted to win some popular support with a pledge to increase 
the rate of housing starts. He recently engaged in a largely rhetorical clash 
with tycoon Li Ka-shing, who opposes the relaunch of the government’s 



Housing Ownership Scheme (HOS), discontinued in 2002 under pressure 
from the tycoons. Evidently grateful to Li, whose obscene wealth and 
greed make him an easy political target, Leung tried to win some 
popularity points by stating the revival of the HOS is “inked in bold 
characters” in his government’s platform.  
 
But if we look behind this phoney war, at the actual numbers, there is 
nothing “bold” about C.Y’s housing agenda. The planned restart of HOS 
projects will not take effect until 2016 or 2017 “at the earliest”, to quote 
housing secretary Anthony Cheung Bing-leung, and then at the extremely 
modest rate of 5,000 units per year. For those in the most pressing 
situation, the revival of HOS will not make any difference, as it involves 
subsidised housing for sale rather than for rent. Low income households 
are shut out of this sector, and therefore a huge increase in rented public 
housing is needed – an area where C.Y’s policies do not radically differ 
from the old administration.  
 
Wealth gap 
Closely related to the housing nightmare is the impoverishment of 
growing layers. The average household income of the poorest one-tenth of 
the population fell to HK$2,170 ($280) per month in 2011 from 
HK$2,590 in 2001. 
 
A recent government census report acknowledged that inequality now 
stands at its worst level since records began in 1971. At the same time, 
workers are forced to work longer hours. Figures from the Census and 
Statistics Department show that around 620,000 people now work more 
than 60 hours a week, an increase from 440,000 in 1997. This is mainly 
due to the explosive growth of hired contract staff, replacing permanent 
employees.  
 
C.Y. has taken some small measures such as doubling the old age 
allowance to HK$2,200 a month, at a cost of around HK$5.2 billion a 
year, when the government’s accumulated surpluses exceed HK$600 
billion! He wants to sprinkle a little ‘sugar’ to disguise the poisonous 
wave of anti-democratic policies that his administration is preparing. But 
what is striking is how little new spending the government is offering, 
given its massive popularity deficit – and this during an election period! 
 
Who is blocking democracy? 
The struggle for democracy in Hong Kong is interlinked with these huge 
and growing social problems. For nearly three decades the capitalist 
establishment – first under British, then Chinese rule – has blocked the 
introduction of a ‘normal’ parliamentary system through a policy of 
delays, lies and manoeuvres.  
 



According to its adherents, capitalism is one of Hong Kong’s so-called 
‘core values’ along with free speech and the rule of law. Under closer 
examination we see a glaring contradiction here. Not only are the 
capitalists and their politicians the biggest lawbreakers in Hong Kong 
today, as the corruption scandals show; they also oppose an expansion of 
democratic rights. Many people, including the leaders of the main 
pan-democratic parties, wrongly identify the Chinese regime as the only 
force opposing genuine universal suffrage.  
 
As an authoritarian regime, the CCP’s opposition to democratic rights is 
clear – but it is not alone in this. Billionaires like Li Ka-shing and other 
tycoons, who are well integrated into the Chinese governmental apparatus 
(NPC and CPPCC etc.), are also vocal supporters of Article 23 and other 
measures that restrict democratic rights. The capitalist elite in Hong Kong 
is steeped in anti-democratic sentiment, fearing ‘welfarism’ and 
encroachment upon its fantastic privileges should the masses win greater 
influence over government policy.  
 
Looking back in history, when the young capitalist class in England, 
France and America fought for an expansion of democratic rights, this 
was part of a revolutionary struggle against feudalism and absolutist 
monarchies – a struggle for which the emerging capitalists needed to 
mobilise the broader population. Today too, revolutionary struggle is the 
only way to bring down authoritarian regimes.  
 
But today’s capitalist classes, especially in Asia and wherever capitalism 
developed late and under the domination of foreign imperialism, are 
ambivalent and fearful towards such a struggle. Facing the need to attack 
the working masses, squeeze wages and increase workloads, they are 
generally wary of even the limited form of ‘democracy’ associated with 
capitalism in the West. Even in Western industrialised countries – as we 
have seen recently in Italy and Greece – governments consisting entirely 
of unelected ‘technocrats’ are being imposed by the banks and 
international capitalist agencies such as the EU over the heads of the 
voters in order to force through bitterly unpopular austerity policies.  
 
This explains the symmetry of interests between the Hong Kong 
capitalists and the CCP dictatorship – brought together by fear of the 
potential power of the working class. It is impossible to fight one without 
also fighting the other. For this reason, those pan democratic parties that 
support the capitalist ‘free market’ claiming it is the economic system 
most conducive to democratic freedoms, are incapable of bringing about 
real democratic change. The ignominious slide of the ‘moderate’ pan 
democrats into rotten compromises and a quest for common ground with 
the authoritarian regime shows the political bankruptcy of these parties.  
 



‘Super seats’ – a step towards democracy? 
This Legco election is the first with the five so-called ‘super seats’ – 
functional constituencies corresponding to the five geographical 
constituencies in which all voters can vote. This innovation is being used 
by the establishment camp to sell the idea of ‘one-person-two-votes’ (one 
vote for the geographical constituencies and one for the ‘super’ functional 
constituencies) to a sceptical public who overwhelmingly favour outright 
abolition of the functional constituencies.  
 
The five ‘super seats’ are just a decorative adornment, conjured up by the 
last administration in cahoots – shamefully – with the Democratic Party, 
to mask the deeply undemocratic nature of the functional constituencies. 
These are bastions of privilege and pro-regime reaction designed to 
‘override’ the results of popular elections and guarantee establishment 
control over the Legco. The ‘super seats’ do not change this. Legislators 
for the remaining 30 functional constituencies are chosen by less than 2.5 
percent of the population. In the previous Legco election, 14 of these seats 
were uncontested – with the bankers and property tycoons agreeing in 
advance who should represent their interests as a counterweight to that 
half of the Legco that is subject to popular pressure.  
 
Socialist Action campaigned against the scandal-ridden small-circle 
election 
 
The last small-circle election for chief executive saw Beijing allow a 
contest to give the illusion of democratic progress (a tactic that backfired 
disastrously when the two establishment candidates became embroiled in 
a ‘civil war’). It was similarly envisaged that the election for the ‘super 
seats’ would generate a lot of ‘democratic’ noise while preserving the 
main core of the current undemocratic system. In reality, none of the 
‘super seat’ contestants – who must be district councillors – represent a 
challenge or real alternative to the current system. 
 
But just as the sham chief executive election span out of control, so too 
could the ‘super seat’ contest backfire on the pro-Beijing camp. Already, 
leading pro-government candidates are being forced to distance 
themselves from C.Y. over unpopular policies such as the school 
brainwashing plan. This led to an unprecedented intervention by Wang 
Guangya, Beijing’s top official for Hong Kong affairs, who on a visit to 
Shenzhen in July told pro-government parties, “Don’t attack the 
government to score political points in the election”.  
 
These divisions do not reflect any genuine change of heart on the part of 
the diehard cynics of the pro-government camp, just electoral 
opportunism. But this situation nevertheless creates new difficulties and 
contradictions for the government, reinforces the crisis atmosphere, and 



could lead to the shipwreck of key policies such as the schools plan, 
especially if the teachers’ unions and other protest groups take full 
advantage of the splits in the establishment camp by escalating the 
struggle through strike action. In yet another sign of splits, top C.Y. 
supporter and campaign aide Lew Mon-hung, also a delegate to the 
Chinese People’s Political Consultative Conference (CPPCC), urged C.Y. 
to delay introduction of the national education curriculum.  
 
Article 23 
The battle against school brainwashing could become a ‘dress rehearsal’ 
for the even tougher battle against Article 23. A one-day school strike, the 
first such action since 1989, would shake the government to its core, 
especially if it took place just days before the Legco election. This would 
provide a new point of reference for the struggle to defeat Article 23, 
showing which methods of mass struggle are needed. It is clear that street 
marches alone are not enough. While they play a crucial role in raising 
consciousness and showing the scale of popular anger, more is required to 
defeat this government and overturn its key policies. 
 
If introduced, Article 23 would represent a massive intrusion into Hong 
Kong of the repressive state methods operating in mainland China. The 
police would enjoy sweeping new powers to ban ‘troublesome’ marches, 
and public criticism of the Chinese dictatorship could risk penalties 
including imprisonment. Links with ‘undesirable’ foreign political 
organisations would be outlawed, as a means to frustrate and block 
international solidarity. But big business, financial groups, and other 
capitalist agencies – all of which have a clear political (neo-liberal) 
agenda – would of course not be affected by such bans. Even without 
Article 23, 87 percent of journalists say there is less press freedom today 
than in 2005, according to the Hong Kong Journalists Association. 
 
Article 23 is clearly at the heart of the C.Y’s political mission. It is 
therefore decisive that the struggle to defeat this legislation starts 
immediately, and must feature as a major issue in these elections. The 
‘moderate’ pan democrats have already shown their incapacity to organise 
a serious struggle on this issue. The historic half-a-million-strong 
demonstration in 2003 that defeated the first attempt to introduce Article 
23 came about despite the pessimism and hesitations of the main pan 
democratic leaders. This massive mobilisation was enough to kill off that 
attempt, but under specific conditions of economic recession, property 
collapse and a wider crisis in the Tung administration.  
 
We cannot count on an identical combination of factors repeating 
themselves today, and therefore any serious strategy to defeat Article 23 
must include other contingencies, not street marches alone. What is 
needed, as with the wider struggle against dictatorship, is a mass 



movement rooted in the working class majority, in the workplaces and 
local communities, using methods such as boycott campaigns, occupations 
and – crucially – the strike weapon. A one-day general strike against 
Article 23 would represent a massive demonstration of the power of the 
masses. This would terrify not only the local capitalist elite but also the 
CCP dictatorship, which would fear such methods being copied by the 
super-oppressed working class of China.  
 
Tactics for the struggle 
As part of the struggle to defeat Article 23, the LSD has pledged that its 
legislators in the new Legco are prepared to resign and force simultaneous 
byelections, as happened in 2010. This is an initiative that needs to be 
considered as part of a wider strategy for mass mobilisation against the 
new law, while also recognising that many new factors will need to be 
weighed before adopting such a tactic. Marxists who subsequently formed 
Socialist Action played an active part in the 2010 byelection campaign.  
 
It is extremely significant that the LSD leaders are now again raising this 
idea because this reflects a sea change in attitudes. Unlike our 
organisation, many others – including some LSD activists – became 
disheartened by the relatively low turnout in the 2010 ‘de facto 
referendum’. In our opinion, these mistaken conclusions played an 
important part, although this was not consciously expressed, in the 2011 
split into two groupings – People Power and LSD. In contrast, Socialist 
Action argued at the time that the 500,000 anti-government votes in 2010 
represented a very significant achievement – to be built upon.  
 
The call of the LSD for resignations and a new ‘referendum’ against 
Article 23, reflects important shifts in the mood of society. This is shown 
by the rising tide of street protests, but also in the huge support generated 
by the Legco filibuster (against the new byelection law) organised by 
People Power legislators, Wong Yuk-man and Albert Chan Wai-yip, 
together with ‘Long Hair’ of the LSD. The filibuster campaign marked a 
significant turning point because the majority of ‘moderate’ pan 
democratic legislators were forced by the pressure of public opinion to 
change their position and begrudgingly support this initiative of the 
‘radicals’. 
 
People Power has been even more successful in recent months in 
mobilising significant numbers in protest. It has won support on the streets 
and among youth who have a furious hatred of the establishment and the 
‘pseudo democrats’ of the Democratic Party, and puts forward a 
programme not so different from LSD. But despite some impressive 
mobilisations, People Power is not organised as a party with democratic 
membership structures and is dominated by a few leading personalities. 
These factors, and its connections to ‘pan blue’ bourgeois nationalism 



(although this does not feature in its public message), limit the 
possibilities for People Power to be radicalised and pushed to the left, or 
to develop as a vehicle for mass struggle.  
 
Need for a workers’ party 
These examples, however, shows that Legco seats – used as a platform for 
mobilising the masses – can be an important component of the struggle. 
This is especially the case when a working class party with a clear 
socialist political message is successful in winning such seats. Socialist 
Action has never adopted the crude anti-parliamentarism of anarchists and 
some other left groupings; we understand the importance of utilising 
elected positions as a means to raise consciousness and initiate struggle. 
But as we also pointed out during the 2010 campaign, the number of votes 
(and this applies to byelections and referenda) is not the be all and end all. 
Other criteria, such as the degree of success in mobilising and organising 
outside ‘parliament’ are of greater importance. 
 
While parliamentary and electoral tactics can at times play a crucial role, 
what is more fundamental is the role played by the working class through 
its own independent organisations and, not least, the use of the strike 
weapon. While at present workers’ organisations are weak in Hong Kong 
(and more so in China) for historical reasons, the coming struggles will 
inevitably see a process of ‘catch up’, through which working class 
organisations – unions and a workers’ party – become a powerful factor in 
politics.  
 
Socialist Action works to prepare and hasten this process, fighting for the 
creation of a mass workers’ party led by representatives who live on an 
ordinary workers’ wage. By a mass workers’ party we mean something 
very different from the Labour Party launched by HKCTU chairperson 
Lee Cheuk-yan earlier this year. This new party models itself on ‘New 
Labour’ in Britain, a party that has irrevocably cut its links with the 
working class. Rather than aiming to engage in and lead struggle, the new 
Labour Party has sought to distance itself from ‘radical protesters’ and 
therefore in our opinion it is likely to remain a political platform for a few 
centre-left leaders, rather than become a real vehicle for working class 
struggle. 
 
In this election we urge support for the LSD, the party that represents the 
most radical challenge to the government and pro-government parties. The 
LSD stands for a series of social reforms, opposition to privatisation and 
struggle for democratic rights – policies that socialists also fight for. But 
in our opinion these policies do not go far enough because they do not 
outline the need for a break with capitalism.  
 
Socialist Action stands for a clear socialist alternative, with the banks and 



major companies that rule Hong Kong brought under democratic public 
ownership. While we cooperate closely in many campaigns together with 
the activists of LSD, we also point out the need for a workers’ party, with 
an active mass membership, as the only force that can defeat the 
dictatorship and change society. This is why we say vote for the LSD on 
September 9, but don’t leave matters there. Join the struggle for a socialist 
alternative – join Socialist Action! 
www.chinaworker.info 
 
 

 

India’s darkness  

 

 

 

Lal Khan 10 August 2012 
 
The electricity shutdown that immersed almost half of India into darkness 
and brought life to a standstill exposed the stark realities of “shining 
India” and the fragile nature of its so-called economic miracle that has 
been portrayed to the world. This also lays bare the contrast between the 
high growth rates of the market economy in the former colonial countries 
and the debilitated conditions of the social and physical infrastructures in 
these societies. 
 
In fact India’s high GDP growth rates were inversely proportional to its 
poverty alleviation. In the last decade while the Indian economy grew by 
about 9 percent on average, the number of people living below the poverty 
line of less than a dollar a day went up from 770 million to about 860 
million. 
 
After the economic collapse of world capitalism in 2008 most bourgeois 
experts were propagating the idea that the so called “emerging” 
economies, especially the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South 
Africa) countries would revive the world economy. But more than four 
years after the crash all these economies are in crisis themselves. 
 
Brazil’s growth rate has reached a new low of 1.8 percent. Dilma 
Rosseuf’s government is in jeopardy, while violence and social unrest in 
the country is escalating. The Russian winter showed the brittle nature of 
the Mafia oligarchic capitalism that was installed after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union. India’s growth rate has halved and the rupee is depreciating 
in a downward spiral. 
 
China’s economic slowdown has triggered open conflicts between 
different factions of the ruling elite with the expulsion of Bo Xi Lai and 



other leaders of the faction who were striving for a more softened social 
impact of the economic growth. There have been more than five hundred 
major strikes and occupations in China most of which have remained 
unreported. The social and the economic turmoil in South Africa has 
exasperated in the recent months. 
 
With the world economy having little or no prospect of seeing a recovery 
in the next few years, the future of the Indian economy is bleak to say the 
least. With the contraction of consumer consumption in the advanced 
countries, Indian exports will inevitably shrivel. Although Indian domestic 
consumption is based on a relatively large middle class with varying 
socio-economic layers, of about three to four hundred million, with the 
economic decline this class is being squeezed and their purchasing 
capacity is visibly shrinking. This will have a boomerang effect on the 
economy, thus further aggravating the crisis. The depreciation of the rupee 
will increase spending on imports. 
 
This will be reflected in the political plane where we are witnessing 
perhaps the most turbulent swings ever in Indian politics since partition. 
All the political parties that dominate the horizon are in crisis and are 
splitting with the raging conflicts of different business interests who use 
state power to boost their plunder. 
 
Corruption is one of the important symptoms that elucidate the diseased 
condition of Indian capitalism. According to a recent report by a 
government commission of India there is more that 500 billion dollars of 
capital stashed away just in Swiss banks by some of the Indian capitalists. 
The commission called it ‘black money’. But these very capitalists 
dominate all the major political parties. They indulge not only in horse 
trading in the central and state parliaments, but most ministries are up for 
bidding at the formation of a new government and during the cabinet 
reshuffles. 
 
Although India now has more billionaires than Japan, it has one of the 
worst ratios of social disparity. Almost half of the population has been 
pushed out of the economic cycle and are forced to live in subhuman 
conditions. Health, education and other social sectors are in tatters. An Al 
Jazeera report last week revealed that more than half of India’s population 
are without toilets and large swathes of the country are open air lavatories 
with severe unhygienic conditions. Filth and garbage are not just piling up 
in the swarming shanty towns of the Indian cities, but the rural areas are 
also suffering from unprecedented pollution and undergoing an 
environmental catastrophe. 
 
After sixty five years of Independence, the Indian ruling class has failed to 
develop a modern industrialized society. The pattern of social and 



economic growth has been of an extremely uneven and combined nature. 
Alongside the most advanced technological enterprises and palatial villas 
there is excruciating poverty and misery. There are islands of modernity in 
a vast ocean of primitiveness. 
 
In fact India is a living museum of historical materialism. The social and 
political culture is riven with prejudices of caste, colour, race and religion. 
Black magic, superstition and mythological concepts are prevalent even 
amongst the modern Indian bourgeoisie. Some of the biggest business 
houses have astrologers and charlatans on their boards of directors. 
National chauvinism, cricket, Bollywood soaps and the facade of 
democracy have been used by the media elite as opium for the masses. 
 
Tribal and nationalist movements are raging in most provinces of India 
and have been described by the Indian Prime Minister as the single largest 
security challenge in India. Brutal state repression is a daily occurrence 
from Kashmir to Assam. Religious hatred and bloodshed are unravelling 
the social fabric of the country. The pressures of imperialism on the 
politicians in power to carry out even more ‘reforms’ means a further 
worsening of the plight of the masses. With the aggravating economic, 
social and infrastructural crisis these venal vices will conflagrate in the 
period ahead. 
 
The only hope for India lies is the proletariat and the youth. The strategists 
of the ruling classes have used deceptive and corrupt tactics to vent the 
raging lava swirling amongst the oppressed masses. Anna Hazare and the 
so-called civil society movement is no alternative to the present system. 
This right-wing demagogue with neo-fascist tendencies is being propped 
up to divert and disrupt the class struggle. 
 
The CPI(M) and the mainstream left parties were defeated due to their 
capitulation to capitalism in the name of democracy and abandoning the 
path of revolutionary socialism. On 28th February this year India 
witnessed the largest strike of the proletariat in world history. A hundred 
million people took to the streets and struck on a class basis. The Indian 
working class has glorious traditions of class struggle to remove the 
exploitation and suffering imposed by a cruel and a redundant system. 
With a revolutionary Marxist leadership they could change the course of 
history and emancipate South Asia. 
www.marxist.com 
 
 

 

UK economy: "worst figures yet"  



 

 

 

Felix Lighter 7 August 2012 
 
Thank God for the Olympics!” must be the cry from most if not all Tory 
Ministers after the economic news at the end of last month. They will be 
more than a little relieved that the London Games have been hogging all 
the news and will continue to do so over the next few weeks at least. 
However, we all live in the real world and in that world we can see the 
consequences of the just over two years of this Coalition. We are now in 
the longest “double dip” recession for over 50 years. 
 
The latest data from the Office of National Statistics could hardly have 
been more damming if they had tried. The economy shrunk by 0.7 percent 
between April and June of this year. The Independent newspaper of 26th 
July explained where this was rooted: “… the biggest quarterly fall for the 
beleaguered UK economy since early 2009… Britain’s manufacturers and 
builders saw their deepest slump for more than three years, with even the 
dominant services sector – accounting for more than three-quarters of the 
economy – slipping into decline as the eurozone’s debt crisis sapped 
confidence.” 
 
Economists continue to be baffled by all this. Excuses have been pushed 
forward, including blaming the Jubilee and the bad weather. The 
Olympics will boost the figures during the current quarter but they finish 
shortly. The trouble with economists – from both right and left – is that 
they are obsessed with charts and spreadsheets and formulas. They are 
constantly trying to identify cycles and waves to show how the economy 
moves. According to their graphs and charts the recession had finished – 
the double-dip shouldn’t have happened. But it has. In fact, it could be 
argued that we never really left the first recession. This is just a 
double-dip in the sense that a roller coaster goes up and then down yet 
forms part of one long, long, ride. The talk is now of a triple-dip 
recession. 
 
Marxists had been warning of this crisis for many years before it hit. We 
explained that madly using credit to the degree that they did, in order to 
extend the market for capitalist goods, would sooner or later come back to 
bite them. Marx drew attention to the use of credit in capitalism in his 
writings on the economy, but even he would have been astonished at the 
madness of a class prepared to pump an already booming economy in 
order to grab easy extra profits. 
 
The bosses really believed “boom and slump” had been abolished but the 
system was ready to crack at its weakest points. This turned out to be the 
US housing market and the deeply corrupt finance houses. They had been 
living a dream of never-ending profits for little or no risk; reality did not 



exist for them. Standing on a house of rotting cards, the crisis hit them 
before they knew it. Although people have rightly poured scorn on the 
banks for their greed and stupidity, their crisis is just a reflection of the 
deeper and more fundamental crisis of world capitalism. (see 
http://www.marxist.com/the-crisis-of-european-capitalism-wp-app-1.htm 
for a more detailed analysis of this) 
 
All crises of capitalism, whatever the main trigger or most visible 
symptoms turn out to be, can ultimately be reduced to a crisis of 
overproduction, not overproduction of stuff we need of course (that 
requirement wouldn’t enter the bosses’ minds) but overproduction of 
commodity goods produced for profit in the capitalist market. Once the 
markets were revealed as just illusions the crisis hit with a vengeance. 
Banking credit dried up, sales fell, warehouses remained full of unsold 
goods and capitalists were forced into feeding off each other to remain 
afloat. Firms went bust, people were pushed onto the dole, spending fell, 
more goods lay unsold and the deadly spiral continued. Such massive 
over-accumulation of goods, factories, loans, etc. cannot be quickly paired 
down to a level where things can start to return to normal, whatever that 
might be. 
 
The Tories hoped – and were promised by the economists this would 
happen– that things would be picking up by now and the worst was well 
behind them. They were wrong. Sure, the regime of austerity would have 
to continue for a decade but at least the economy would be growing to 
compensate. Instead it looks like this crisis has more than a little life in it 
after all. 
 
Panic has now started to grip the ruling class. Osborne is coming under 
increasing attack for being “useless”, “the most inept chancellor for 50 
years” and so on. Tory MPs – seeing the huge lead for Labour in the 
opinion polls – are feeling the heat and baying for blood. The Lib-Dems 
have also broken ranks with a call for “plan A plus” to replace the current 
austerity plans. The right wing of the Tory party sees hitting Osborne as a 
way of getting at Cameron, who they have never forgiven for not winning 
the last election outright. If anything they want more cuts not less. This is 
in itself an indication of the dominance of finance capital within the 
echelons of the Conservative party. 
 
However, all the talk of plan A (huge austerity cuts to reduce the state 
deficit) and plan B (slowing down the cuts – for now that is – to stimulate 
the economy by maintaining public spending) rather misses the point. 
Under capitalism neither option is a solution to their crisis. They solve one 
side of the crisis by making the other side worse. It is rather like pushing 
one end of a ship under water to keep the other end above the waves. In 
the end the ship still goes down. 



 
In that sense the cuts flow not from a desire by the Tories to hammer the 
masses – although they are happy to do that – but from the logic of capital 
itself. In fact under different circumstances they would have been quite 
happy to have maintained public spending during this crisis in order to 
keep unemployment down and help protect their parliamentary seats at the 
next election. But the looming threat of Sovereign Debt will not go away. 
The Coalition’s masters in the world of finance capital have commanded 
them to slash the public debt deficit and thereby protect their interests. 
They do not like the look of what is happening in Spain, Italy and Greece. 
But they are wobbling under pressure and may lose their nerve and yet 
there is no way out for them. Osborne may be sacrificed but little will 
change. 
 
One thing is certain: the working class will continue to be asked to kindly 
pay for this crisis come what may, unless we do something about it. The 
task for the movement is therefore to ramp up the fight for socialist 
policies and for an end to this capitalist system. 
www.marxist.com 
 
 

 

Sutcliffe’s South Durban revenge 

 

 

 

Pollution-intensive planning a source of endless conflict   
Patrick Bond (Eye on Civil Society) 2 August 2012 
 
A conference about non-violent social change, “From roots to fruits”, 
hosted by Ela Gandhi at the Durban University of Technology, will be 
officially opened tonight by Mayor James Nxumalo and Premier Zweli 
Mkhize.  
 
The leadership should stick around, to learn cutting-edge strategies and 
protest tactics, for in coming months, they will be badgered by South 
Africa’s premier eco-social advocacy group, the South Durban 
Community Environmental Alliance (SDCEA). (Disclosure: as a Bluff 
resident, I’m a loyal lay member.) 
 
The coming conflicts reflect the legacy of Mike Sutcliffe’s R250 billion 
Back of Ports strategy for South Durban, unveiled last month. As city 
manager from 2002-11, Sutcliffe downplayed countless episodes of 
explosions and pollution in Africa’s largest petro-chemical complex, let 
truckers run roughshod over residents, ignored blatant zoning violations, 
proposed a new highway cutting through Clairwood, refused to issue an 



emergency evacuation plan in the event of a Bhopal-type disaster, and 
even attacked SDCEA because of what he claimed was agenda-setting by 
international donors.  
 
Now, after years of systematic abuse against the area’s mainly black, 
working-class neighbourhoods, South Durban will degenerate further 
thanks to the inherited plan.  
 
Hundreds of thousands of residents from the Port area – Umbilo, 
Clairwood and the Bluff –southwards to Wentworth, Merebank and 
Umlazi are learning of an awful fate Sutcliffe neglected to discuss with us 
when he was in charge: our reputation as the country’s chemical-stinking 
armpit is about to multiply in intensity.  
 
Beyond extreme cases – e.g. methanethiol ‘cats-wee’ emissions by FFS 
Refiners – recall the ongoing poisoning by petro-chemical firms that give 
Merewent’s Settlers Primary the worst case of asthma recorded in any 
school in the world, affecting more than half the learners, not to mention 
child leukemia rates twenty-four times higher than the national average. 
 
Officials now making redevelopment presentations in community halls 
concede enormous failings under Sutcliffe’s management: 
“underutilisation of rail”; “air pollution increases particularly in the South 
Durban Basin”; and “large portions of Clairwood are being utilised 
illegally for business and logistics purposes, even though zoned 
residential.” 
 
Yet everything Sutcliffe intended for South Durban will make matters 
worse. Historic Clairwood’s “central residential core [is] recommended to 
be rezoned from special residential to logistics” – creating thousands of 
displacees – along with the forced removal of the beloved Housewives 
Fresh Produce Market. In Umbilo and Merewent, “The existing noxious 
and general industrial zones will be permitted to continue in their present 
format,” say officials. 
 
And although Durban hosted the United Nations climate summit last 
December, the two words ‘climate change’ cannot be found in Sutcliffe’s 
plan, which will massively expand ships’ bunker-fuel consumption thanks 
to port expansion from 2.5 to 16 million containers per year, and radically 
increase road-freight and petrochemical greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
After fruitlessly asking municipal consultants at the Congella public 
meeting last Thursday, my subsequent efforts to get even a simple email 
explanation from three City Hall sources and EnviroConsult manager Jon 
Marshall about this revealing oversight came to naught. Rising seawater 
levels will wreck South Durban’s infrastructure – as anyone witnessing 



that March 2007 storm can testify – yet that threat too is entirely ignored 
in the plan’s summary document, prepared by Graham Muller Associates. 
 
I blame Sutcliffe for the municipality’s culture of extreme environmental 
ignorance, social destructiveness and unaccountability. Now that he is in 
disrepute, there is no better time to request a democratic rethink of the 
Back of Port. 
 
Last week, Sutcliffe wrote to the Times newspaper with outlandish claims 
about a supposedly ‘magnificent’ rating by Auditor-General Terence 
Nombembe in the 2010-11 financial audits. In reality, there were five 
KZN municipalities with clean audits – Umzinyathi, eMadlageni, 
Richmond, Umdoni, and Umtshezi – but not eThekwini. Nombembe 
nailed Sutcliffe for 28 cases of ‘unfair or uncompetitive procurement 
practices’ costing the city R1.2 billion. 
 
According to his successor, Sibusiso Sithole (whom Sutcliffe is suing for 
character defamation), “The tabling of the Manase Report into allegations 
of maladministration, fraud and corruption have raised alarm bells” – and 
Sutcliffe was accused of failing to report blatant fraud. Remarked Sithole, 
“It will take bold actions to undo the damage that this has had on the 
City.” 
 
Bold actions such as reworking the Back of Port plan should be mindful of 
alternative visions for the South Durban Basin, such as those promoted by 
SDCEA, local farmers south of the old airport and the Occupy Umlazi 
initiative who are demanding land for housing nearby. 
 
Today at a public UKZN Centre for Civil Society seminar at 12:30, two of 
Ela Gandhi’s main guests – Matt Meyer from New York’s International 
Peace Research Association and sociologist Elavie Ndura from Burundi 
(coeditors of the book Seeds of New Hope) – consider “the construction 
of grassroots movements for sustainable peace and justice in 
violence-prone South Africa and the Great Lakes Region.”  
 
The tips they provide South Durban activists will be invaluable for 
reversing a plan that gives polluters superprofits while, quite literally, 
killing the citizenry. 

 

 
 
Izinhlelo eziholela ekutheni kungcole kakhulu umoya 
kungumnyombo wodweshu olungeke luphele 
Patrick Bond (Eye on Society, Mercury) 2 August 2012 Yahunyushwa 
nguFaith ka-Manzi 



 
Ingqungquthela ebimayelana nokuza koshintsho ngaphandle 
kokusetshenziswa kodlame, “Kusukela ezimpandeni kua ezithelweni”, 
ihlelwe nguEla Ghandi esikhungweni semfundo ephakeme eDurban 
University of Technology, izovulwa ngokomthetho ebusuku banamhlanje 
nguSobaba womkhandlu waseThekwini uMayor James Nxumalo kanye 
noNdunankulu wesifundazwe saKwaZulu-Natal uZweli Mkhize. 
 
Ubuholi kufanele buhlale bulindele, bufunde izindlela ezinesasasa 
zokubhikisha, ngoba ezinyangeni ezizayo, inhlangano yeningizimu 
neTheku elwela ubulungiswa ngokukngcoliswa komoya iSouth Durban 
Community Environmental Alliance (SDCEA) izobe iqhubeka nezinhlelo 
zayo. (Sengiphumela obala: njengesakhamizi saseBluff, nami ngiyilunga 
lalenhlangano elithembekile). 
 
Loludweshu oluzayo likhombisa umlando oshiywe ngemuva uMike 
Sutcliffe wohlelo lokwakhiwa kweChweba Langemuva (Back of Port) 
okuzodla izindlodla zamarandi ezigijima kuR250 billion Back of Ports 
strategy eNingizimu neTheku, okuthulwe ngenyanga edlule. 
Njengomphathi weTheku kusukela kunyaka ka200 kuya ku2011, 
uSutcliffe akazange asukumele phezulu iziqubu eziningi zokuqubuka 
komlilo kanye nokungcoliswa komoya kwisizinda esikhulukazi samafutha 
eAfrika, wavumela abamatrukhi ukuthi basebenzise imigwaqo 
yezakhamizi, waziba ukuhambisana nomthetho nezindawo okufanele 
lezizithuthi zihambe khona, wathi kufanele kwenziwe uthelawayeka 
ozonqamula eClairwood, wanqabela ukuthi kubekhona icebo elikhona 
lokuthutha abantu uma ngase kwezenke isibhicongo esithi asifane 
nesaseBhopal, futhi wahlasela ISDCEA ngoba ethi akwenzayo 
kwakunguhlelo labatshali bezimali bamazwe angaphandle. 
 
Manje emva kokuhlukunyezwa okuhleliwe kulendawo ehlala 
ikakhulukazi abantu abamnyama abangabasebenzi, iNingizimu neTheku 
izoqhubeka ekubeni esimweni esibi ngenxa yohlelo okuthiwa luthathwe 
kuyena. 
 
Amakhulu ezakhamizi eziqhamuka kulendawo yeChweba – eMbilo, 
eClairwood kanye naseBluff – kuyela eningizimu neWentworth, uMlazi 
kanye neMerebank bafunda ngalesisimo nguSutcliffe anagazange 
asixoxisane nathi ngekathi esaphethe: ukwaziwa kabi kwendawo yethu 
njengekhwapha elinuka kabi ngamakhemikhali kuzoqhubekela phambili 
kakhulu. 
 
Ngale kwezimo ezimbi kakhulu isibonelo-njengemethanethiol ‘enukisa 
okomchamo wekati’ ephafuzwa yiFFS Refiners – sikhumbula ukuqhubeka 
kukaphoyizeni ophafuzwa ngamakhemikhali alezizimboni ezenza ukuthi 
abantwana abafunda eSettlers Primary School baphathwe isifo sofuba 



kakhulu kuzozonke izikole emhlabeni wonke, cishe ngaphezulu 
kwengxenye yonke yabafundi, singasabali umdlavuza weleukemia nawo 
osabaelele kakhulu cisho izikhathi ezingamashumi amabili nane 
esibalweni sezwelonke. 
 
Izikhulu manje ezimatasatasa nokuzoxoxisana nomphakathi ngezinhlelo 
zokuthuthukisa kabusha kukhombisa ukuhluleka okukhulu ngaphansi 
kokulawula kukaSutcliffe: “ukungasetshenziswa ngokwanele 
kukajantshi”, “ukungcoliswa komoya kuyenyuka kakkhulu ikakhulukazi 
kwiBasin yeNingizimu neTheku”, futhi izingxenye ezinkulu zeClairwood 
zisetshenziswa ngokungemthetho ngezamabhizinisi, noma ngabe kwaziwa 
ukuthi izindawo ezihlala umphakathi.” 
 
Sizoqhubeka sishube kakhulu isimo saseNingizimu neTheku kukho konke 
okwakuqondwe nguSutcliffe ngalendawo. Abahlali abadala abanomlando 
maphakathi neClairwood kuthiwa abasuke esindaweni zabo okuzodala 
odingasithebeni abaningi – kanye nalabo abasuswa ngandluzula 
njengeMakethe Yabesifazane Yemifino (phecelezi Housewives Fresh 
Produce Market). Embilo kanye naseMerewent, “Lezizindawo ezikhona 
izikhiqiza ububi emoyeni ezindaweni zezimboni zizovunyelwa ukuthi 
ziqhubeke ngalendlela ezenza ngayo njengamanje,”, kusho oyisikhulu. 
 
Noma-ke iTheku kwakuyilona eliyindawo lapho kwahlanganyela khona 
ingqungquthela Yamazwe Abumbena mayelana nesimo sokushintsha 
kwezulu ngonyaka odlule ngoDisemba amagama amabili ‘ukushintsha 
kwezulu’ 
awatholakalanga ezinhlelweni zikaSutcliffe, okuzokwandisa imikhumbi 
esebenzisa kakhulu amafutha futhi lokho kungumphumela wokwandiswa 
kwechweba kusukela ekumumatheni amakhontayina angu2.5 kuya ku16 
wezigidi, futhi lokhu kwenyuse ukusetshenziswa kwezokuthutha 
ezisebenzisa umgwaqo futhi kwande ukuphafuza kwezisisisi 
ezingcolisayo emoyeni eziqhamuka kumakhemikhali akhiwa ngamafutha. 
 
Ema kokubuza izihambeli zikamasipala okungabanga namphumela 
emhlangweni womphakathi owawuseCongella ngoLwesine olwedlule, 
imizamo yami elandelayo ukuthola nje noma incazelo encane kubantu 
abathile eCity Hall kanye nomphathi weEnviroConsult uJon Marshall 
mayelana nalolulwazi eselusobala akuzange kube namphumela. Ukunyuka 
kwamazinga amanzi asolwandle kuyobhidliza indawo yaseNingizimu 
neTheku – njengoba noma ubani owabona isichotho sika2007 engasho – 
kodwa lengozi engase yenzeke iyazitshwa lapho kukhulunywa 
ngokuphethwa kohlelo olusemqulwini, olungiswe yiGraham Muller 
Associates. 
 
Ngiyamsola uSutcliffe ngesiko likamasipala lokuziba kakhulu 
ezihambisana nezemvelo, ukucekelwa ophansi kwezenhlalakahle, kanye 



nokungakwazi ukuvuma uma benze amaphutha. Manje njengoba esedume 
kabi, asikho isikhathi esihle esidlula lesi ukuthi ukuthi kucatshangwe 
kabusha ngendlela yentando yeningi mayelana neChweba Langemuva. 
 
Ngesonto eledlule, uSutcliffe wabhalela iphephandaba iTimes ngehaba ‘ 
mayelana nendlela enhle kakhulu’ yokunconywa yiAuditor-General 
Terence Nombembe ekubalweni kwezimali kusukela kunyaka ka2010 
kuyaku2011. 
Eqinisweni abayisihlanu kuphela omasipala baKwaZulu-Natal 
abanomlando ohlanzekile kwezezimali – uMzinyathi, eMadlangeni, 
iRichmond, uMndoni kanye noMtshezi – kodwa hayi iTheku. 
UNombembe umbambile uSutcliffe ngokusolwa kwamaphathutha angu28 
‘ okungabikhona kobulungiswa kanye nezindlela zokunikwa kwabantu 
amathenda’ okwabiza idolobha u1.2 wezigidigidi. 
 
Ngokusho komphathi omusha wedolobha, uSibusiso Sithole (uSutcliffe 
ombophele ukumhlawulisa ukuthi ageze igama lakhe), “Ukubekwa 
koMbiko kaManase mayelana nezinsolo zokungaphathi kahle, inkohlakalo 
kanye nokukhwabanisa kuyethusa” – futhi uSutcliffe usolelwa 
ukungabiko ngokukhwabanisa okusobala. Kusho uSithole, “Kuthothatha 
izenzo ezinesibindi ukulungiswa ukonakala okwenzekile ngenxa yalokhu 
kulelidolobha.” 
 
Izenzo ezinesibindi njengokwenza kabusha uhlelo lwengemuva lechweba 
okufanele kuqashelwe imibono ehlukile ngeBasin yeNingizimu neTheku, 
njengalezo ezigqugquzekwa yiSDCEA, abalimi bendawo abaseningizimu 
nesikhumulo sezindiza esidala kanye nemzamo eokuThatha Umlazi, 
okungabantu abafuna umhlaba wezindlu eduze kwalendawo. 
 
Namhlanje kwingxoxo yomphakathi ezoba eUKZN eCentre for Civil 
Society lingamenxe ihora leshumi nambili emini izimenywa ezimbili 
zikaEla Gandhi eziqavile – uMatt Meyer oqhamuka eInternational Peace 
Research Association eNeyw York kanye nochwepheshe 
kwezenhlalakahle uElavie Ndura waseBurundi (bobabili laba bangabahleli 
bencwadi ekuthiwa iImbewu yeThemba Elisha) phecelezi (Seeds of New 
Hope) – babheka “ukwakhiwa kwezinhlangano zemiphakathi zabantu 
abaphansi ukuze kube khona ukuthula okungapheli kanye nobulungiswa 
ezweni laseNingizimu Afrika elinodlame kanye nasemazweni aseGreat 
Lakes.” 
 
Abasishuyela khona kuyonika izishoshovu zaseNingizimu neTheku 
okuyoba nosizo olukhulu ukubuyisela emuva uhlelo oluzokwenza 
izimboni ezingcolisa umoya ezenza inzuzo kakhulu ngenkathi, empeleni, 
zibulala izakhamizi. 
 
 



 

What’s Going On With Occupy In The US? 

 

 

 

Tim Gee 6 August 2012 
 
In Madison, Wisconsin, you can’t avoid politics. The graffiti outside the 
state Capitol Building, the snatches of overheard discussions in the bars, 
and the commemorative cards at the radical bookstore all relate to one 
thing: the events that have unfolded since the rebellion of March 2011.  
 
Against the backdrop of events in Tunisia and Egypt, months before the 
advent of Occupy Wall Street, thousands of students, trade unionists and 
generally disgruntled citizens occupied their state senate for 17 days 
straight, to protest the passing of a bill that would sharply curtail trade 
union rights. Doctors signed sick notes so people could join. Even the 
police union declared solidarity with the protest. The Democrats in the 
Senate left the state to make the house inquorate and delay the bill.  
 
Since then there have been recall elections for the governor and several 
senators. Although the much-reviled governor managed to retain his seat, 
the Democrats gained control of the legislature. On the day of my visit, 
power is being formally transferred. For the activists I speak to it feels like 
a small victory compared to the aims of the campaign. But the wider win 
may already have happened. The Wisconsin Uprising of 2011 showed that 
the spirit of the Arab Spring is not confined to the Arab world. Through 
their actions they demonstrated that the movement for people power is 
universal, paving the way for Occupy Wall Street.  
 
Talking tactics 
I’ve spent the last few weeks touring bookstores in the US, giving talks 
about tactics adopted by social movements through history. In every city I 
visit there are visual clues to a much more recent history: that of the 
Occupy camps. On Wall Street it is the letters ‘OWS’ etched into the back 
of an empty shop window. In Pittsburgh the privately owned open space 
renamed the ‘People’s Park’ by the city’s Occupy presence is still fenced 
off – apparently in breach of local bylaws. In Oakland, dried mud serves 
as a reminder of the decision of city authorities to leave sprinklers on 
when the city square was occupied. And at Philadelphia’s biggest Quaker 
meeting house there are signs of the movement continuing: a flipchart full 
of thank you messages from activists who had used the space during the 
Occupy National Gathering the previous week.  
 
Following the Gathering, 50 or so activists opted to walk ‘99 miles for the 
99%’ back to Wall Street, generating press attention along the way, 



especially given the 99 degree heat. But overall there has been a shift 
away from this kind of symbolic action, towards more dispersed 
grassroots solidarity work alongside the communities most affected by the 
ongoing economic crisis.  
 
One such project is Occupy Vacant Lots. The effects in the US of 
financial globalization are hard to miss, especially the shells of disused 
factories that blight deprived areas like North Philadelphia. In response, 
Occupiers in Philadelphia and beyond have teamed up with locals to 
regenerate the areas in to urban community gardens whilst others have 
taken to the countryside to establish sustainable farms.  
 
Another project with traction variously takes the name Occupy our Homes 
or Occupy Foreclosure. An example of this in action began in February of 
this year, when PNC Bank ordered the Cruz family to return their keys 
within 48 hours. Instead the family opted to give the keys to the local 
Occupy movement. They kept 24-hour watch over the building, 
successfully resisting bailiffs three times. Meanwhile activists trailed 
Bank Executive Dan Taylor around public events, asking challenging 
questions.  
 
New alliances 
Replicated across states, and twinned with the actions of the 
longer-standing groups that assist people to renegotiate their mortgages, 
this tactic is beginning to have an effect. In parts of California, new 
alliances have declared Foreclosure Prevention Zones (FPZs) providing a 
locus for activity, and an opportunity for local politicians to lend their 
support. Meanwhile, an even more radical (although somewhat quieter) 
strand of the movement works with homeless people to rehouse them in 
vacated properties. 
 
In Pittsburgh, new alliances have been built with campaigners for better 
public transport, resulting in protests escalating from polite petitions to 
full-scale disobedience. In Maryland, where 1 in 4 citizens has a criminal 
record, citizens protesting the disparity between spending on prisons and 
education went so far as to build a temporary school on the site of a 
proposed prison. 
 
In New York too, the alliance building is clear. Open-air info-shops 
around the capital direct people to a union picket where utilities workers 
have walked out on strike for the first time in 27 years, having been 
locked out of negotiations with management. The workers I spoke to said 
they are willing to stay out for as long as it takes, whilst the Occupy Wall 
Street activists present gave solid support. In Wisconsin, Occupy activists 
are going a step further – supplying not just solidarity but sustenance to 
workers at Pizza Palermos, out on strike for days on end for the very right 



to form a union at all. 
 
Despite the groundswell of activity, I get the sense that activists are tired 
and soul-searching. Over and over I hear some familiar questions: how 
could it be that so much effort could lead to change happening so slowly? 
Could it be that the grassroots rebellion from Madison onwards is in the 
process of being channelled into tactics less troubling to the powers that 
be and therefore less effective? Or, conversely, should the movement be 
more willing to engage with hierarchical institutions and hierarchical 
methods of organizing?  
 
Finding focus 
Whatever answers the movement finds, and whatever name it chooses for 
its next stage, there is undoubtedly a shift taking place. As an activist in 
New York put it to me: ‘Anger can only last so long. We need to focus 
that anger.’ Another observed: ‘Occupy has too many groups. If we’re to 
continue building we need some kind of structure to hold it together.’ A 
Philadelphian activist echoed the sense of change, observing: ‘At first we 
just had to announce events and people would come. It was magical. Now 
we’re really putting in the legwork.’  
 
To my eye, the shift is indicative of the transition that every successful 
movement must make, from initial consciousness-raising to the harder job 
of co-ordinating the building of a mass movement, radical and resilient 
enough to have a realistic chance of effecting change. There might be 
fewer headlines now, but the words daubed on the pavement in front of 
Wisconsin’s Capitol building serve just as well: ‘This is far from over.’  
www.zcommunications.org 
 
Tim Gee is the author of Counterpower: Making Change Happen, New 
Internationalist, 2011. He recently completed a speaking tour of the US. 
 
 

 

Mexican Farmers Up Against Canadian Mining Goliaths 

 

 

 

David Bacon 2 August 2012 
 
For over two decades in many parts of Mexico, large corporations — 
mostly foreign-owned but usually with wealthy Mexican partners – have 
developed huge projects in rural areas. Called mega-projects, the mines 
and resource extraction efforts take advantage of economic reforms and 
trade treaties like the North American Free Trade Agreement. 
 



Emphasizing foreign investment, even at the cost of environmental 
destruction and the displacement of people, has been the development 
policy of Mexican administrations since the 1970s. When the National 
Action Party defeated the old governing Institutional Revolutionary Party 
(Partido Revolucionario Institucional, PRI) in 2000, this economic 
development model did not change. In fact, the PAN simply took over the 
administration of this development policy, and even accelerated it, while 
in the Mexican Chamber of Deputies the two parties cooperated to 
advance its goals. 
 
But while these projects enjoy official patronage at the top, they almost 
invariably incite local opposition over threatened or actual environmental 
disaster. 
 
Environmental destruction, along with accompanying economic changes, 
cause the displacement of people. Families in communities affected by the 
impacts are uprooted, and often begin to migrate. Nevertheless, the 
projects enjoy official support, and are defended against rising protests 
from poor farmers and townspeople by the federal government. 
 
The 2012 Mexican presidential elections on July 1st offered a possible 
opportunity to change Mexico’s economic model, with the presence of a 
party committed to providing poor and indigenous communities with jobs 
and social services, to raising rural income, and to protecting labor and 
social rights. This was the program put forward by Andres Manuel López 
Obrador, the candidate of the leftwing Party of the Democratic Revolution 
(Partido de la Revolución Democrática, PRD). 
 
But the Mexican election campaign of 2012 looked increasingly like those 
in the U.S., in which the two conservative parties, the PRI and PAN, were 
fueled by enormous corporate contributions. Heavy television coverage by 
two captive corporate networks excluded the left, while “impartial polls” 
announced the inevitability of the PRI’s return. And in the end, a wave of 
old-fashioned vote-buying backed up the media circus. 
 
The return of the PRI to power does not change Mexico’s social reality, 
especially not its corporate-dominated development policy. The cost of 
this policy has become most obvious, and the conflicts over it the 
sharpest, in rural communities faced with huge industrial mining projects. 
Under a new PRI administration, these conflicts will almost certainly 
spread, particularly given the party’s history of using force against popular 
movements. 
 
In Oaxaca and southern Mexico, growing anti-mining movements give a 
preview of what’s on the horizon. Sharp conflicts have already broken out 
over mines in Oaxaca, where in one community indigenous leaders have 



been assassinated and the town deeply divided since the mine began 
operation. The companies and their defenders promise jobs and economic 
development. But affected communities charge that far more people lose 
jobs and their livelihoods because of their negative environmental and 
economic consequences. 
 
In Oaxaca, Vancouver-based Fortuna Silver, Inc. began drilling 
exploration holes in a previously mined area of San José del Progreso. San 
José is a small town in the municipality of Ocotlán, an hour south of the 
state’s capital. Its 1,200 residents speak Zapotec, an indigenous language 
that was already centuries old when the Europeans colonized Mexico. 
 
Fortuna Silver began exploration in 2006, and five years later its mine 
went into full production. According to Flavio Sosa Villavicencio, a state 
deputy from the Labor Party (Partido del Trabajo, PT), the company told 
him that in 2012 Fortuna expected to produce 1.7 million ounces of silver 
and 15,000 ounces of gold. Sosa Villavicencio said annual profits from the 
mine would reach 468 million pesos, or $39 million. 
 
San José del Progreso lies in a valley filled with small indigenous towns, 
many of which have already lost more than half their inhabitants to 
migration. In an environment of economic desperation, money from the 
mine has a big impact. 
 
Bernardo Vásquez, an opponent of the mine and director of the Coalition 
of People United in the Ocotlán Valley (COPOVU) explained to Canadian 
journalist Dawn Paley that some residents enjoyed the benefits, while the 
mine opponents organized demonstrations to protest. The town became 
divided, and Vasquez said the division extended into the schools, the 
health center, and to the municipal offices. 
 
In 2009, 300 people blockaded the mine over a month. Twice that number 
of police eventually descended on the demonstrators with dogs, guns, tear 
gas and a helicopter. People were beaten, and two dozen arrested. In 
another confrontation a year later the mayor was killed. Then, in January 
2012 a group of opponents confronted a work crew laying water pipes, 
accusing them of building a water system for the mine. Police were called 
again, and this time they shot and killed Bernardo Méndez, one of the 
leaders of COPOVU. After that, the town’s mayor fled, and the municipal 
offices were closed. 
 
COPOVU leader Bernardo Vásquez, an agronomist, said he’d been 
threatened at least a dozen times by members of an armed group in the 
town, and the state Human Rights Commission issued an order of 
protection for him. However, while he was returning home on the evening 
of March 15, 2012, gunmen stopped his pickup truck and murdered him. 



His brother Andrés and Rosalinda Canseco were both wounded and 
hospitalized. 
 
COPOVU representatives Jorge Sánchez and Eustasio Vásquez said the 
killing was the work of “guardias blancas,” or paramilitaries, supported by 
the company. 
 
“We’ve seen them give money to people in the community who are 
against us, and create a group called ‘Protecting Our Rights.’ These are 
people who now have new cars, when before they had nothing. They are 
the guardias blancas who kill and threaten.” Fortuna denied responsibility. 
The company’s CEO Jorge Ganoza told Canadian media, “We, as a 
company, and our team in Oaxaca, are saddened by these senseless and 
continued acts of violence in the town of San José, related to a 
long-standing political struggle for local power. It is in no way related to 
our activities or involves company personnel.” 
Community and social organizations throughout Oaxaca condemned the 
assassination. Servicios para una Educación Alternativa A.C. (Services for 
Alternative Education, EDUCA) said the violence was a consequence of 
the government’s development policy. 
 
“Oaxaca has been converted into an arena for experimentation with the 
imposition of megaprojects at any cost,” it stated. “The multimillion 
profits of the big mining companies, and the human and social costs, will 
be paid as always by those ‘conflict-loving Indians,’ as they insultingly 
call those who defend their communities.” 
 
The murder of Bernardo Vásquez was also condemned by the leaders of 
another Oaxacan town resisting mining projects, Capulalpam de Méndez 
in the Zapotec region of the Sierra Juárez. In March 2012, its municipal 
leaders demanded an end to the mining activity in the area of the 
Natividad mine, and the cancellation of all the concessions given to its 
owners, another Canadian company called Continuum Resources. 
Between 2004 and 2006 Continuum Resources was given mining 
concessions for 50,000 hectares in the Sierra, most covering communal 
lands. 
 
The mine had a huge environmental impact. The Natividad mine opened 
in 2002. Just four years later, in 2006, water problems grew so bad around 
the mine that the Federal Prosecutor for Environmental Protection ordered 
all work at the mine to stop. 
 
Community leaders accused the mine of having damaged the aquifers they 
depend on, and that 13 springs disappeared. “A community without water 
has no life on which future generations can depend,” a communal 
statement declared. 



 
Water in the local river runs yellow, and has a terrible smell, according to 
Capulalpam residents. The current Communal Welfare secretary, Javier 
García Juárez, says that in 2011 some of the dams holding back ponds of 
toxic residue from earlier mine operations collapsed. Tons of waste 
contaminated communal land belonging to the town, and trees in the local 
forest were stained grey with the chemicals that had been used to separate 
gold and silver from the ore extracted from the mine. 
 
That impact was particularly devastating for Capulalpam, which was 
declared “a magical town” by the federal government’s Secretary of 
Tourism. In the Sierra Juárez there are over 200 species of orchid, 
including some that are in danger of extinction. People still sight jaguars, 
while monkeys, parrots and toucans are common, along with pumas, 
white-tailed deer and the dwarf magpie. 
 
Despite this biodiversity, in 2011 another mining company, Minera 
Teocuitla, arrived in the community accompanied by agents of the 
Agrarian Reform department. Minera Teocuitla is a subsidiary of 
Sundance Minerals, whose business model involves developing mines 
next to other mining projects, even closed ones. The company proposed an 
exploration project called Geranio, directly north of the Natividad mine. 
Mine and government representatives demanded a meeting with 
community residents to authorize a new exploration contract. 
On April 10, 2011, however, the Zapotec community’s general assembly 
announced it would not support the project. “The community of 
Capulalpam, exercising our rights as an indigenous and farming 
municipality, refuses permission to the companies Natividad, Minera 
Teocuitla, Continuum Resources, Arco Exploration or companies using 
any other name to carry out exploration or exploitation of minerals in our 
land.” 
 
In Veracruz, a Canadian corporation, Goldcorp Resources, initiated 
exploration in the mid-2000s for two huge open pit excavations halfway 
between the state capital Xalapa and the Gulf coast. The company, with 
headquarters in Vancouver, and its Mexican subsidiary, Minera Cardel SA 
de CV, were virtually given a concession of 20,000 hectares by the federal 
government. 
 
Edgar González Gaudiano published an analysis of the mine in the local 
newspaper La Jornada Veracruz, in which he estimated that the mine 
would produce 100,000 ounces of gold a year, with a value of about 
$1660 an ounce at 2012 prices, or $166 million. Goldcorp would operate 
two huge open pits. The ore would be treated with cyanide, a strong 
poison, to leach out the metal. Cyanide bonds with the gold, essentially 
dissolving it. Later the gold is separated out, leaving a large amount of 



cyanide-laced wastewater. That runoff is held in huge open-air ponds. 
 
Gold mining with cyanide is a very dangerous process, yet more than 90% 
of all gold extracted worldwide relies on its use. In Romania in January 
2000 a dam on one such pond broke, and about 100,000 cubic meters of 
toxic wastewater and mud poured into the Danube River. The plume of 
cyanide traveled downstream, through Hungary and the former 
Yugoslavia, to the Black Sea, killing everything it touched. It was called 
the worst environmental catastrophe since the nuclear meltdown in 
Chernobyl. 
 
At Caballo Blanco, each ton of ore would produce half an ounce of gold, 
so mountains of cyanide-treated tailings would quickly rise around the pit 
and the wastewater ponds. According to the Diario de Xalapa, another 
local newspaper, leaching out the gold would require 1.12 million cubic 
meters of water per year, depleting the aquifer on which rural farming 
communities depend. 
 
An even greater danger might come from Mexico’s only nuclear power 
plant, Laguna Verde, less than ten miles away. The ore would be broken 
loose from the earth by virtually continuous explosions, using up to five 
tons of explosives a day. This section of Veracruz is geologically part of a 
volcanic region that includes some of Mexico’s most famous dormant 
volcanoes, including Orizaba, less than a hundred miles away, and the 
Cofre de Perote, which is even closer. 
 
People from the towns closest to the mine, Actopan and Alto Lucero, said 
they’d been threatened to get them to sell their land to Goldcorp. Beatriz 
Torrez Beristain, an activist with the Veracruz Assembly and Initiative in 
Defense of the Environment (LA VIDA, in its Spanish acronym) reported 
to La Jornada Veracruz that in a public hearing on the project “they told 
us they were afraid, that they’d been intimidated and felt forced to sell 
their land. There is definitely intimidation here, and they’re criminalizing 
social and environmental protest.” 
 
Goldcorp promised jobs, and said the environment would be restored after 
the gold and metals had been extracted. “But we know that this can’t be,” 
Torres Beristian told reporter Fernando Carmona. “It’s impossible to 
restore an ecosystem that has been so damaged. You can cut down a tree 
and plant another, but you’ll never restore the complex ecological chain, 
with its many trees, birds and water.” 
 
In February 2012, a Pact for a Veracruz Free of Toxic Mining was signed 
at a statewide assembly of environmental activists, who committed 
themselves to distributing accurate information about the exploitation of 
natural resources, alerting communities about potential threats, initiating 



legal actions, and organizing peaceful demonstrations. Other groups 
opposed to the mine include REMA (Red Mexicana de Afectados por la 
Minería/ Mexican Network of Communities Affected by Mining) and 
RMALC (Red Mexicana de Acción frente al Libre Comercio/ Mexican 
Action Network on Free Trade) also organized opposition to Caballo 
Blanco. 
 
Environmental damage from the mine is potentially so great that on 
February 28 Governor Javier Duarte de Ocho announced he was opposed 
to its operation. But municipalities and states don’t make the basic 
economic decisions in Mexico. That power is in the hands of the federal 
government. And on March 13, 2012, Goldcorp announced it had received 
its first environmental impact report from the Federal Secretariat of the 
Environment and Natural Resources (Semarnat), a major step towards 
operating the mine. 
 
Federal government serves mining interests 
Federal acquiescence to Goldcorp reflects the policy of Mexico’s four past 
administrations of virtually giving away the country’s mineral wealth. In 
1992 Mexican President Carlos Salinas de Gortari modified the country’s 
mining law. This was the same year that he also changed Mexico’s land 
reform law to allow the sale of former communal (ejido) lands. Both were 
changes intended to allow foreign corporations to invest in huge projects 
in Mexico, and to protect those investments. A year later, just before the 
North American Free Trade Agreement took effect, the ceiling on the 
amount of foreign investment that could be allowed in “strategic” 
industries (like mining) was eliminated. 
 
Changes continued under Salinas’ successors, with both the PRI’s Ernesto 
Zedillo and the PAN’s Vicente Fox increasing the number of mining 
concessions given to foreign corporations like Goldcorp, and to huge 
Mexican mining cartels like Grupo México. Taxes on mining operations 
were eliminated. Companies only had to make a symbolic payment for 
each hectare of land granted in their concessions. 
 
According to Carlos Fernández Vega, whose business column “México 
SA” (“Mexico, Inc.”) runs in the leftwing Mexico City daily La Jornada, 
the amount of land given in concessions reached 25 million hectares at the 
end of Fox’s presidency in 2006, and then more than doubled, to 51 
million in just the first four years of his successor Felipe Calderón. 
 
“In the two PAN administrations about 26 percent of the national territory 
was given to mining consortiums for their sole benefit,” he charges. In 
2010, Fernández Vega explains, Calderón granted 4 million hectares in 
concessions, in exchange for which the Mexican government received $20 
million (U.S.). The foreign and domestic corporations given the 



concessions made $15 billion that year (a 50% increase from the previous 
year). Those earnings were 750 times what they paid for the concessions. 
 
Fernández Vega based his column on a study by Mexican academics 
Francisco López Bárcenas and Mayra Montserrat Eslava Galicia of the 
Autonomous Metropolitan University (UAM) in Xochimilco, called 
“Minerals or Life.” The Mexican Constitution, with its roots in the 
Revolution of 1910-20 and the nationalist government of Lázaro Cárdenas 
of the late 1930s, puts forward goals for mining and other economic 
activity. They include, López Bárcenas and Eslava Galicia state, “using 
natural resources for social benefit, creating an equitable distribution of 
public wealth, encouraging conservation, and achieving a balanced 
development for the country leading to improved conditions of life for the 
Mexican people.” The new mining law, however, says any potential 
resource must be utilized, which gives the exploitation of resources 
preference over all other considerations. 
 
“Concession holders can demand that land occupied by a town be vacated, 
so that they can carry out their activities,” the two academics write. “If 
land is used for growing food, that has to end so that a mine can be 
developed there. Forests or wilderness are at the same risk. This legal 
requirement also applies to indigenous people. Their land used for rituals 
or sacred purposes, which contribute to maintaining their identity, can be 
leveled or destroyed. This provision violates ILO Convention 169 that 
protects indigenous rights.” 
 
Language in the mining law now “prohibits states and municipalities from 
imposing fees on mining activity, and therefore deprives them of any 
income from those activities that might benefit them,” the study 
concludes, even prohibiting them from charging fees for permits for the 
use of land or roads. 
 
The mines promise jobs, but they produce very few, Oaxacan activists 
charge, while their social and environmental cost is high. Mining, which 
receives enormous support from the federal government, employs only 
0.29% of Oaxaca’s working population, according to “Migration and 
Poverty in Oaxaca,” a study by Ana Margarita Alvarado Juárez at the 
Autonomous University Benito Juárez of Oaxaca. Even the Mexican 
Secretary of Labor says the average daily wage for miners in Mexico is 
150 pesos ($12.50). Low mining wages reflect the increased use of 
contract labor, in which workers employed by temp agencies have 
replaced thousands of people who formerly worked directly for the mining 
companies. 
 
On the other hand, farming, which sustains over half of Oaxacan families, 
gets very little government support, and small farmers receive practically 



none of it. The mining projects benefit, therefore, not the residents of local 
communities, but the shareholders of large corporations who exercise 
enormous influence on the federal government. 
 
Aldo González, a leader of the Union of Organizations of the Sierra Juárez 
of Oaxaca (UNOSJO), points out that the mega-development projects 
promoted by the federal government, instead of creating employment and 
rising living standards, undermine them because they are “designed from 
outside, and imposed on indigenous territories and intended to benefit 
investors instead of communities.” As a result, he says, “they have been 
met with protests by people and communities whose land and water has 
been taken.” Leaders of the Binational Front of Indigenous Organizations 
contend that this kind of economic development not only doesn’t stop the 
displacement of communities, but in fact accelerates it. 
 
González and FIOB leaders predict even greater efforts throughout rural 
communities in Oaxaca and the rest of Mexico to find alternatives to 
development based on mines and corporate mega projects. With a federal 
government committed to pushing those projects forward, however, even 
sharper conflicts are inevitable. 
http://www.zcommunications.org/mexican-farmers-up-against-canadian-minin
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David Bacon is a photo-journalist and regular contributor to the CIP 
Americas Program www.cipamericas.org. This article is based on research 
for a new book coming from Beacon Press next year, The Right to Stay 
Home, which examines the movements in Mexico opposing displacement 
and forced migration. 
 
 

 

Nigeria: Solidarity with the electricity workers 

 

 

 

Withdraw the troops ferom the Power Holding Company of Nigeria 
(PHCN)! Keep PHCN public under democratic control of workers 
and consumers 
Ayo Ademiluyi, Democratic Socialist Movement (CWI Nigeria) 1 August 
2012 
 
As a measure to enforce the takeover of Transmission Company of 
Nigeria, part of the assets of the Power Holding Company of Nigeria 
(PHCN), by Manitoba Hydro International Ltd, a Canadian firm, the 
Goodluck Jonathan government has deployed armed soldiers to the 
headquarters of the Power Holding Company of Nigeria (PHCN) since 



Friday, July 20, 2012. As against the position of the Nigerian Army that 
this constitutes a "routine exercise", this is part of deliberate strong-arm 
tactics being employed by the anti-poor Jonathan regime in its blind drive 
to completely sell off the PHCN to private sharks.  
 
The Democratic Socialist Movement joins the Nigerian Union of 
Electricity Employees (NUEE) and the Nigerian Labour Congress (NLC) 
in the call for immediate withdrawal of the troops deployed to the 
facilities of the PHCN.  
 
The electricity union has called for the full payment of the 25 percent 
pension and gratuity deduction before the transfer of the company to 
private profiteers and rejected the argument of government of 15 percent 
as basis for the payment hinged on the fraudulent argument of the Pension 
Act, which is not tenable. Aside the fact that gratuity was not abrogated in 
the Pension Act; the 25 percent deduction is a collective contribution of 
workers for several years. We hold that the struggle for full 
implementation of pensions and gratuity must be linked to mass resistance 
against power privatization.  
 
This latest onslaught is the continuation of government’s neo-liberal 
agenda to hand over essential public assets to imperialist hawks. Contrary 
to the naïve expectation that privatization will bring the desired 
improvement in electricity generation and distribution both of which have 
collapsed over the past decades due to mismanagement by the corrupt 
bureaucracy running the power sector, this will definitely not be the case.  
 
In reality privatization will see electricity priced beyond what the vast 
majority can afford. A foundation for this has already being laid with the 
recent hike in electricity tariff which government ministers and 
spokespersons have justified as an action meant to guarantee ’profitability 
of investment’ in the power sector.  
 
On the basis of the profit-seeking logic of capitalism, electricity supply 
will not be determined by peoples’ needs but those who can pay. This 
would mean several residential communities in the big cities and rural 
areas populated by working class people and the poor would on this logic 
be put at disadvantage. Private companies that would be in charge of 
electricity distribution after privatization should be expected to be readily 
prepared to market electricity to industrial areas and rich residential 
communities where profit is assured instead of poor communities. The 
case of rural communities which has concentration of poor people 
promises to be more tragic. Even when government was in charge of the 
power sector, several rural communities have not been electrified over 5 
decades after independence! In a situation where profitability would 
determine supply and availability of electricity, this would mean the 



continuous consignment of several rural communities to stone-age 
conditions.  
 
We urge NUEE and the NLC to demand the nationalization of the power 
sector under the democratic control of elected representatives of the 
electricity union, consumers and the broad layers of the working masses 
that can implement a genuine plan to electrify the country. This is a total 
opposite to the current messy quagmire in which PHCN as a public 
corporation is administered by an unelected management, without any 
democratic control by the workers’ unions, consumers’ bodies and 
community associations, who use the opportunity of being on the boards 
of these public corporations to amass personal wealth and cripple them in 
order to sell it to themselves.  
 
We call on electricity workers to reject the ongoing exercise by 
government to unbundle the PHCN and embark on mass layoffs. We hold 
that the only clear and genuine working class strategy in the struggle 
against privatization is for the leadership of both the NLC and NUEE to 
reject privatization in its entirety and build a nationwide mass movement 
to fight for the nationalization of the power sector under the democratic 
control of the working people themselves. This entails running electricity 
supply as an essential social service with the activities of PHCN under the 
democratic control of communities’ associations, workers’ unions in the 
sector and electricity consumers.  
 
The planned privatization of the power sector is a new attempt by the 
same political parasites in power to hand over the public assets of PHCN 
to themselves. Vice-President Namadi Sambo owns Manyatta Engineering 
Services Ltd which has gotten the contract to build 330/132 Kv power 
transmission lines and Umuahia sub-stations; Senator Okon Aribena 
(owner of Arik) is the contractor handling Aloji Power Station; Roseline 
Atu nee Osula reportedly fronts for Obasanjo as MD Ziglasses and 
Obasanjo himself owns Sun Electric based on his farm town, Ota.  
 
To further confirm the fact that the privatization of power will not 
translate into better power supply, since 2005, 20 private power 
companies have been issued licenses, yet none of them has so far been 
able to add a single megawatt of electricity to the national power grid. 
This includes Geometric Power Ltd located in Aba owned by Professor 
Barth Nnaji, the current Minister of Power!  
 
Pentascope, a private company which took over the management of 
NITEL completely wrecked it, without payment of arrears of pensions and 
gratuities to NITEL pensioners ( this is a warning to electricity workers!) 
and Rusall, a Russian firm which has gotten its license revoked through a 
court action at the Supreme Court for wrecking APSCON, a privatized 



aluminum factory.  
 
Therefore, the military clampdown on electricity workers gives a peep 
into the post-privatization scenario wherein there will be mass 
retrenchment of electricity workers and non-implementation of pensions 
and gratuity. We call on rank-and-file electricity workers not to for a 
minute sustain illusions in any "benefits" of privatization exercise as being 
advocated by government but build democratic strike committees to resist 
takeover of their workplaces. We call on the leadership of the Nigerian 
Union of Electricity Employees (NUEE) to break from further illusions in 
negotiations on the privatization of the power sector and build a 
nationwide mass movement in the workplaces across zones and the states 
to resist the planned takeover of PHCN facilities.  
 
We hold that no amount of "industrial relations negotiations" between 
organized labour and government over the privatization of the PHCN can 
guarantee the best interests of the workers in the power sector. On this 
basis, we demand that the leadership of the Nigerian Labour Congress 
(NLC) to immediately withdraw from the National Council on 
Privatization and build a nationwide mass movement among electricity 
workers and the entire working masses in general for the full 
implementation of pensions and gratuities, total resistance against power 
privatization and against the hike of electricity tariff hike.  
 
We call on the leadership of NUEE to also link the ongoing struggle of 
electricity workers against power privatization with the struggle against 
hike in electricity tariff hike. This is necessary in order to forestall the 
isolation of the struggle of electricity workers. Electricity workers can 
only win by building mass support among the broad layers of the working 
masses for their struggle by leading mass resistance against attacks on 
power consumers, which the electricity tariff hike represents. Therefore, 
we call on the leadership of NUEE to undertake mass actions through 
their zonal and state branches with mass production and distribution of 
leaflets and pamphlets, clearly explaining the basis of the struggle of 
electricity workers and linking it with rejection of electricity tariff hike.  
 
We call on both NUEE and the NLC in particular to embrace a clear-cut 
genuine democratic socialist alternative and build an encompassing mass 
movement against privatization and other neo-liberal capitalist attacks and 
fight for the nationalization of the power sector and other commanding 
heights of the economy under democratic working class control. These 
neo-liberal measures including the latest attempt to hand over oil wealth to 
imperialist capital through the Petroleum Industry Bill need to be resisted 
by the NLC and the TUC as against current support being given to the Bill 
by the leadership of the labour movement. We call for mass actions, 
sit-ins, occupations and strike actions against all these neo-liberal attacks 



and also demand that the NLC and TUC to call a ONE-DAY WARNING 
GENERAL STRIKE NOW against the planned power privatization, mass 
layoffs in the banking sector, non-implementation of N18,000 minimum 
wage, electricity tariff hike, etc.  
 
It is only through a revolutionary overthrow of the current iniquitous 
capitalist arrangement in which tiny ruling elite steal the collective wealth 
at the expense of millions of working and oppressed people, which holds 
no future but a journey of mass misery, job losses and unemployment, that 
can democratically redistribute the collective wealth of society to meet the 
needs of all. Therefore, the mass resistance against these neo-liberal 
attacks needs to be linked with the building of a mass-based and 
democratic working people’s party armed with a clear socialist 
programme that will bring into power a revolutionary workers’ and 
peasants’ government that will place the commanding heights of the 
economy under democratic workers’ control. This would enable the 
democratic drawing up of a plan to use all Nigeria’s resources to begin the 
transformation of the lives of the majority. Such a democratically-run 
planned economy will be under the control of elected representatives of 
workers, youth, students and professionals as against the horrible 
experience of the bureaucratic economy of the former Stalinist states of 
the Soviet Union as well as contemporary failure of capitalist state –run 
enterprises, which is exemplified by the failure of PHCN, NITEL, NNPC, 
etc.  
 
The building of such a mass genuine pan-Nigerian working people’s party 
will require the reclaiming of the trade unions from pro-capitalist 
bureaucratic leaderships at all levels and rebuilding them as fighting mass 
organizations democratically controlled by the rank-and-file.  
 
As an important step in this direction the DSM has come up with the 
initiative of a party called the Socialist Party of Nigeria (SPN) which puts 
forward a clear democratic socialist programme. We call on workers, 
youth artisans and oppressed people as well as left and socialist 
organisations in struggle against neo-liberal attacks to join the SPN in 
building a mass fighting socialist political alternative to all the pro-rich 
parties (ACN,PDP, CPC, etc.).The SPN will seek to spearhead the 
building a nationwide mass movement from below against power 
privatization and neo-liberal measures like the PIB in pushing for 
immediate political transformation of Nigeria from the current capitalist 
nightmare of mass poverty amidst plentiful resources into a democratic 
socialist polity that can meet all the essential and genuine needs of society. 
http://www.socialistworld.net/doc/5870 
 
 

 



Israel’s environmental colonialism and eco-apartheid 

 

 

 

The construction of Israel’s mammoth apartheid wall has separated 
Palestinian farmers from their fields and destroyed Palestinians' 
legally owned fertile agricultural land.  
Ben Lorber (Links international Journal of Socialist Renewal) 30 July 
2012 
 
Since the idea of Zionism first gripped the minds of a few intellectuals and 
the limbs of many agrarian pioneers in the early 20th century, the state of 
Israel has presented its settlement of the land of Palestine, and its 
uprooting of the Palestinian people, as a rejuvenation of the earth. By 
“greenwashing” the occupation, Israel hides its apartheid behind an 
environmentalist mirage, and distracts public attention not only from its 
brutal oppression of the Palestinian people, but from its large-scale 
degradation of the earth upon which these tragedies unfold.  
 
Determined to “make the desert bloom”, an international organisation -- 
the Jewish National Fund-Keren Kayemet LeYisrael (JNF-KKL, or JNF) 
planted forests, recreational parks and nature reserves to cover over the 
ruins of Palestinian villages, as refugees were scattered far from, or worse, 
a few hilltops away from, the land upon which they and their ancestors 
had based their lives and livelihoods.  
 
Today, as Israel portrays itself as a “green democracy”’, an eco-friendly 
pioneer in agricultural techniques such as drip irrigation, dairy farming, 
desert ecology, water management and solar energy, Israeli factories drain 
toxic waste and industrial pollutants down from occupied West Bank 
hilltops into Palestinian villages, and over-pumping of groundwater 
aquifers denies Palestinians access to vital water sources in a context of 
increasing water scarcity and pollution.  
 
Jewish National Fund 
The Jewish National Fund (JNF), perhaps the first transnational 
environmental NGO, was established in 1901, as the first wave of Jewish 
immigrants were settling in Palestine under the banner of Zionism. 
Throughout the 20th century, as the indigenous Arab population of 
Palestine found itself either expelled from its homeland or oppressed 
under the hand of a foreign invader, the JNF succeeded in raising 
enormous amounts of money to acquire and develop land throughout the 
territory that, in 1948, would become known as the State of Israel. Distinct 
from other transnational Zionist fundraising and advocacy organisations, 
such as the Jewish Agency, the JNF portrayed itself, from the beginning, 
as an environmental organisation, serving, according to its website, to 
“protect the land, green the landscape and preserve vital ecosystems” by 



“planting seedlings, maintaining forest health, combating desertification, 
protecting watersheds and managing water flow … [and] balancing the 
phenomenal growth and development Israel has experienced in the last 
decade with the maintenance of an ecologically sound environment”.  
 
Proud that “Israel is the only country in the world that will enter the 21st 
century with a net gain in numbers of trees”, the JNF credits itself with 
planting 250 million trees, building more than 210 reservoirs and dams, 
developing more than 250,000 acres of land, creating more than 1000 
parks and providing the infrastructure for more than 1000 communities 
throughout Israel. Suiting a state constructed for a single cultural-religious 
group, the JNF promotes an exclusionary, discriminatory brand of 
environmentalism. From its inception in 1901 -- when the JNF controlled 
but a single olive grove in a land where 94% of its neighbours were Arab 
-- to today, working closely with the Israel government, the JNF directly 
owns 13% of Israel’s land and effectively controls another 80%. The 
JNF’s constitution has explicitly stated that its land cannot be rented, 
leased, sold to or worked by non-Jews.  
 
Throughout the first half of the 20th century, the JNF-- helping to exile 
hundreds of thousands of Palestinian families, bulldoze their homes and 
clear the land to make way for Jewish settlement -- bought large tracts of 
land from absentee landowners, evicted local Arab tenant farmers, 
uprooted natural vegetation of olive, carob and pistachio trees, and planted 
throughout the land, in place of indigenous arboreta, vast swaths of 
European pinera (conifers) and eucalyptus trees.  
 
Forests, parks and recreational facilities were strategically placed atop the 
ruins of destroyed Palestinian villages, so that the fast-growing pines 
would erase the history of Palestinian existence and prevent refugees from 
ever returning to their homes. In addition, pine forests were planted to 
guard and expand settlements built atop stolen land and, after 1967, to 
seize and divide Palestinian territory within east Jerusalem and the 
occupied West Bank. 
 
The pines helped evoke images of a European wilderness, creating a 
familiar “natural” environment for the mostly European Jewish settlers, so 
much so that settlers affectionately nicknamed Carmel National Park, 
planted partially over the destroyed Palestinian village of al-Tira, “little 
Switzerland” for its resemblance to the Swiss Alps. Foreign species, these 
pine forests, then and now, often fail to adapt to the local soil and require 
frequent re-planting. As they age, they demand more water and become 
more prone to problems like pests, disease and conflagrations, such as the 
2010 Carmel wildfire, deemed the worst in Israel’s history. As their 
fast-growing acidic pine needles fall to the ground, they destroy all other 
surrounding small plants, thus ruining the livelihood of Palestinian 



shepherds, whose animals depend on grazing land. 
 
Clear-felling Palestinian villages 
The JNF’s time-tested method of ethnically cleansing and then “greening” 
the desert continues to this day. An ongoing $600 million, 10-year JNF 
program called Blueprint Negev seeks to develop reservoirs, pine 
afforestation and water conservation programs in the Negev desert at the 
expense of more than 150,000 Palestinian Bedouin, whose “unrecognised” 
villages, as a direct result of Israel’s policies, already lack electricity, 
running water and sewage disposal.  
 
Since 2010, the JNF has attempted to “green” the Negev by planting the 1 
million-pine “GOD TV Forest” over the Palestinian village of Al-Araqib, 
which, as it steadfastly resists extinction, has been demolished eight times. 
GOD TV Forest is named after its proud sponsor, a far-right, pro-settler 
Evangelical Christian organisation whose stated purpose is “to plant a 
million trees to prepare the land for the return of [God's] son”. As GOD 
TV Forest and Blueprint Negev seek to flood the semi-arid Negev with 
the invasive European pine trees, Israel seeks to tear the historically 
semi-nomadic Bedouin from their ancestral grazing lands, and to herd 
them into unnatural, sedentary lifestyles in impoverished and isolated 
townships. Social strife and decay of traditional values inevitably 
accompany this forced acculturation process. 
 
Growing up in the suburbs of Washington, D.C., my family, along with 
the larger middle-class Jewish community, was, knowingly or not, 
complicit in the JNF’s environmental colonialism. Nearly every room of 
our local synagogue and Hebrew School displayed the iconic blue, tin JNF 
donation box, where, by simply dropping a coin, one could affirm one’s 
ethnic nationalism by helping “plant a tree in Israel”. Throughout my 
early childhood, my mother worked at a local JNF donation office, 
helping US Jewish families “plant a tree in Israel” to commemorate the 
death of a loved one.  
 
Today, after a century of expulsion, settlement, development and rapid 
industrialisation, indigenous arboreta make up only 11% of Israeli forests, 
and pre-1948 growth accounts for only 10% of Israel’s greenery. Jewish 
National Fund pine forests, parks and recreation areas blanket the hills of 
Israel, and tour guides, in the midst of a hike, dread the inevitable moment 
when someone asks “what is that old abandoned mosque doing in the 
middle of this forest?” The parallels with European colonisation of the 
American continent are obvious, and in a cruel twist of historical irony, 
the construction, by JNF Canada, of Israel’s Canada National Park, 
covering over the destroyed Palestinian village of ‘Imwas in the 
mid-1980s, was initiated as a simultaneous twinning project along with 
Toronto’s Downsview Park, which sits atop unacknowledged First 



Nations territory. 
 
Zionist image 
The actions of the JNF fulfil the Zionist desire to transform and control 
the land of Palestine, to shape its hills in the Zionist image. When the 
pioneer Zionist movement arrived from Europe in the late 1800s, they 
found themselves dissatisfied with the rocky, semi-arid eastern shore of 
the Mediterranean, and they sought to “make the desert bloom” as proof 
that the Jewish people, and not the indigenous Arabs, were the destined 
cultivators of “a land without people for a people without land”.  
 
Bringing little agricultural experience from their mostly lower-middle 
class urban backgrounds, these pioneers first adopted local Arab 
small-scale dryland subsistence farming methods, producing mainly 
unirrigated wheat, barley, potatoes, grapes, olives and figs for domestic 
consumption. Soon, however, they dismissed centuries-old sustainable 
Palestinian agricultural practices as “undeveloped”, and, funded by French 
banker-philanthropist Baron de Rothschild, used sophisticated European 
steam engines, mechanised ploughs, reapers and threshers to develop 
capital-intensive vineyards and cash-crop plantations for commercial 
marketing.  
 
The passionate attachment to the land evinced by these Zionist pioneers 
often concealed an anthropocentric kernel. Many of the first European 
Jewish immigrants struck the soil of Palestine with a devout and even 
mystical appreciation of nature, driven to escape the economic, industrial 
and social alienation of European society and, through the sweat of 
agricultural labour, to birth themselves, and the Jewish people, anew as an 
ecologically integrated, utopian socialist community. Living in collectivist 
communes called kibbutzim, their sense of destiny magnified by the 
redemptive, exalted status that the land beneath their feet held for 
thousands of years of Jewish cultural mythology, they filled their journals 
with passionate, sensual, ecstatic, mystical and sometimes erotic 
descriptions of the joys of the earth and agricultural labour. As Israel’s 
first president, Chaim Weizmann observed, “it seems as if God had 
covered the soil of Palestine with rocks and marshes and sand, so that its 
beauty can only be brought out by those who love it and will devote their 
lives to healing its wounds”. 
 
At the same time, their ecological zeal betrayed a deeply colonial, 
anthropocentric desire, not to respect and adapt to the land, but to 
subjugate and transform it, to conquer it through the machinations of 
human development. “Where we modern ones appear with our 
auxiliaries”, announced Zionist prophet Theodore Herzl at the turn of the 
century, “we turn the desert into a garden”. The motif of “making the 
desert bloom” emphasises not the desert rocks, but the human agency 



which controls nature for its own purposes. In one fell swoop, the land of 
Palestine would be cleared, along with its people, the Arab Palestinians, 
who, Weizmann maintained, were no different than “the rocks of Judea ... 
obstacles that had to be cleared on a difficult path”. 
 
Green, racist capitalism 
Today, thanks to decades of largely US aid, the old kibbutzim have 
become factory suburbs, and the small, start-up socialist Zionist 
experiment has ballooned into the fourth-largest arms exporter in the 
world, the privatised, globally competitive, hyper-militarised Israel that 
markets itself abroad as a model for 21st century green capitalism, while 
perpetuating widespread ecological devastation and blatant environmental 
racism on the ground. “What country would not experience environmental 
woes”, says Jewish eco-socialist Joel Kovel in his book, Overcoming 
Zionism, “with a sixfold population increase in half a century in a context 
of rapid industrialization?” Kovel describes the steady expansion of 
Israel’s infrastructure of occupation, and the irreversible build-up of its 
desert war machine, as an “eco-destructive accelerant”, wedding coloniser 
and colonised together in a “parasitic order” that “builds parallel systems, 
of roads, water and sewage, electrical networks... [that] both colonize and 
destroy the land of the Palestinians, while creating, necessarily, a myriad 
of spaces ... chaotically thrown up and turning into sites of a proliferating 
set of ecological degradations”. 
 
Today, Israel covertly transports waste products from its own country into 
dumps and quarries throughout the occupied West Bank, polluting the 
Palestinian earth and water supply, while Israeli settlers in the West Bank 
-- who produce similar amounts of wastewater to the Palestinian 
population, despite being outnumbered more than six to one -- deliberately 
poison the water, land and livestock of nearby Palestinian villages. Solid 
wastes from Israeli settlements and military camps throughout the West 
Bank are dumped without restriction on Palestinian land, fields and side 
roads, and industry regularly moves from Israel to the West Bank, where 
labour is cheaper, environmental regulations are lenient and waste 
products, generated from the production of aluminium, leather tanning, 
textile dyeing, batteries, fiberglass, plastics and other chemicals, can flow 
freely down to Palestinian villages in surrounding valleys.  
 
At least seven industrial zones, and at least 200 factories, have either 
moved from Israel into the West Bank, or have been constructed by the 
Israel government, inside the West Bank, a blatant violation of 
international law.  
 
After one such factory, Geshuri Industries, moved its pesticide, insecticide 
and fertiliser production from Israel, where it was declared a health 
hazard, into the West Bank in 1982, the owner began the courteous 



practice of closing the factory for the one month every year that a change 
in wind direction would blow its pollutants towards Israel.  
 
The construction, beginning in 2002, of Israel’s mammoth 
separation/apartheid wall, while separating Palestinian farmers from their 
fields, has destroyed Palestinian legally owned fertile agricultural land, 
and has brought with it all the extensive contamination of natural habitats 
associated with the use of heavy machinery and millions of tons of 
concrete. The wall has isolated Palestinian communities from vital water 
sources, and has interfered with natural drainage systems in the West 
Bank, causing flooding and substantial environmental and agricultural 
damage in times of high rainfall. 
 
West Bank and Gaza 
The JNF’s “greening” of Israel does not extend to the West Bank and 
Gaza, where the infrastructure of occupation breeds widespread 
deforestation. While the JNF made the hilltops within the internationally 
recognised borders of Israel bloom with forests, parks, playgrounds and 
recreation areas so that, to quote its website, “the heroic men and women 
of the Israel Defense Forces can share precious time with their loved 
ones”, 95% of the forests of Gaza have disappeared between 1971 and 
1999, due to the extensive spread of settlements and military bases 
alongside Israel’s pervasive bombing. Contrary to the JNF’s commitment 
to “combat desertification”, the threat of permanent desertification looms 
over the West Bank, as increasing illegal settlement expansion, facilitated 
by the JNF, steals large tracts of land traditionally used by Palestinian 
villages for grazing, leaving the few remaining grazing areas available to 
Palestinian pastoralists threatened by overgrazing.  
 
For Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza, the monitoring, maintenance 
and protection of natural ecosystems becomes impossible, as the Israeli 
occupation paralyses their sovereign ability to regulate usage of a 
contiguous piece of land. Restrictions on freedom of movement, such as 
road closures, checkpoints and permanent roadblocks, impede the 
collection, processing, treatment and disposal of waste products, which, 
when released into residential areas, agricultural land and groundwater 
aquifers, cause soil contamination and potentially irreversible ground 
water pollution. 
 
Water 
Israel’s discriminatory distribution of water is an instance of 
environmental racism at its worst. “Presently”, writes Joel Kovel, Israel 
“faces both an absolute shortage of water owing to persistent 
overconsumption, as well as persistent contamination of the existing water 
thanks to rampant ‘development’ and industrialization”. As population 
growth, combined with a rising standard of living, has led to an 



over-utilisation of renewable water sources, Israel embarks on costly 
cloud-seeding and desalination experiments to increase its water supply, 
while destroying the rain-water cisterns and wells of agrarian Palestinian 
villages.  
 
The Jordan River, an international river basin unilaterally monopolised by 
Israel, has seen its average flow decrease from 1250 million cubic metres 
(mcm)/year in 1953 to 152-203 mcm due to two enormous reservoirs, and 
has become so polluted by Israeli settlement and industry run-off that, to 
the dismay of Christian pilgrims worldwide, the environmental group 
Friends of the Earth Middle East decreed it unsafe for baptism in 2010. As 
the Jordan River is drained to a trickle, the Dead Sea, also polluted, has 
shrunk into two separate, and rapidly drying, seas further downstream, as 
its salts are pumped by Israeli companies to flood the global market with 
exotic cosmetic products. 
 
As over-pumping of regional underground aquifers, all monopolised by 
Israel, has lowered the groundwater table below sea level and caused 
saline water intrusion in many areas, growing water scarcity is used by 
Israel as a tool of oppression against the Palestinians. In the Jordan 
Valley, an oppressive matrix of checkpoints, closed military zones, army 
training grounds, nature reserves, settlements and settler-only roads 
striates the desert with the infrastructure of environmental racism, 
isolating Palestinian Bedouin villages from access to water sources. 
 
Impoverished communities -- 40% of whom consume less water than the 
minimum global standard set by the World Health Organization -- must 
travel across a desert, criss-crossed with Israeli checkpoints, to bring 
overpriced and often unsanitary water tankers home to scattered villages 
of makeshift shacks and mud-brick houses. While the 56,000 Palestinian 
Bedouin in the Jordan Valley consume an average of 37 million cubic 
metres (mcm) of water per year, the 9400 Israeli settlers consume an 
average of 41 mcm. 
 
Sustainable agricultural practices are made difficult because of water 
scarcity, and perishable produce, delayed for hours at Israeli checkpoints, 
often spoils on its way to market. While “unrecognised” Bedouin villages 
live in dire poverty, cut off from basic services such as health care, 
education and employment, and barred by Israel’s laws from building any 
permanent structure, be it a water well, an animal pen, a storage shed or a 
family home, 36 Israeli Jordan Valley agricultural settlements utilise 
state-of-the-art technology, along with an unlimited water supply, to grow 
a wide variety of genetically modified fruit and vegetable produce, 
propelling Israel into the international agribusiness industry as the world’s 
sixth-largest cultivator of genetically modified crops.  
 



While Bedouin families see their makeshift structures demolished by 
Israeli bulldozers on a daily basis, every Israeli settler family in the Jordan 
Valley is given, in addition to an unlimited water supply, a free house, 
US$20,000, 70 dunnams (km2) of land, free health care and a 75% 
discount on electricity, utilities and transportation.  
 
Lake Hula 
The ethnic cleansing and ecological degradation of Lake Hula in 1950 
provides a perfect example of the JNF’s catastrophic failure as an 
environmental organisation, and cruel success as a colonial enterprise. In 
1933 the Palestine Land Development Corporation, using JNF and private 
funds, forcibly evicted the Ghawarani tribe from one of the oldest 
documented lakes and wetlands in history, the Huleh Valley in the eastern 
Galilee near Syria. Descendants of deserters from the invading Egyptian 
army in the 1830s, and Algerian refugees from the failed 1847 revolt 
against French rule, the Ghawarani had lived for two centuries in reed 
huts, mud-brick shacks and woollen tents, practicing reed basket and mat 
weaving, seasonal agriculture, fishing and the raising of livestock such as 
chicken, geese and water buffalo.  
 
Echoing founder of Israel David Ben-Gurion’s 1944 proclamation that 
“we must conquer the sea and the desert, for those will provide us with 
room for new settlers and will serve as a laboratory for the development of 
new forms of economic and agricultural endeavor”, the JNF, anxious to 
form a buffer of agricultural expansion between Israel and Syria, drained 
Lake Hula in 1950 without a study of its ecological impact, ignoring the 
warnings of scientists that the peat soil under the swamps would not make 
fertile land.  
 
Agricultural development of the exposed peat soils, weathered and eroded 
by wind without their vegetation cover, proved unsuccessful, and the 
reckless experiment destroyed a rich, diverse ecosystem of aquatic biota, 
flora and fauna unique to the region. Despite one JNF hydrologist’s 
certainty that “our peat is Zionist peat ... our peat will not do damage”, the 
decomposing peat soils released nutrients and ground pollutants into the 
Jordan River and the entropic Lake Tiberius, creating crop-damaging 
black dust and making large tracts of land susceptible to damaging 
underground fires. The Hula Valley was left stagnant and largely 
depopulated, until a $23 million JNF re-flooding in 1996 created the 
smaller and shallower Lake Agmon, restoring a meagre portion of the 
area’s now-extinct wildlife.  
 
Justice 
As the dependence of the imperial West on Gulf oil increases 
precipitously, Israel’s occupation of Palestine becomes a crucial focal 
point for the global dominance of Empire, and a concentrated site of its 



cruellest eco-genocidal machinations. In Israel’s occupation of Palestine, 
we see how environmental devastation coincides with ethnic cleansing, 
and how the former is used to deepen the latter. The quest for justice in 
Palestine lies at the heart of anti-imperialist struggle worldwide, a struggle 
in defence of the Earth, and the dispossessed who wander upon it.  
 
In the words of Coya White Hat-Artichoker, member of the Rosebud 
Sioux Tribe in South Dakota and founding member of the LGBTQ Two 
Spirit First Nations Collective: 
 
I see what is happening in Palestine as an indigenous struggle for 
sovereignty, at times, even the right to exist. It is also one of genocide... I 
see Israel’s systemic and intentional destruction and removal of 
Palestinian lives, homes, and communities as very similar to the 
destruction of communities, lives, and removal of Native people from their 
traditional lands. I no longer see terrorists there anymore; I see people 
resisting and fighting extinction... I believe that as people in the US who 
make these connections, it’s important to be thoughtful about what is 
happening, in our names and with the US government’s money.  
http://links.org.au/node/2956 
 
[Ben Lorber is a journalist and radical activist who has worked 
extensively in the US and the Middle East. In 2011, he spent six months in 
Palestine, as an activist with the International Solidarity Movement in the 
West Bank and as a journalist with the Israeli-Palestinian Alternative 
Information Center in Jerusalem. His articles have appeared in the 
Electronic Intifada, the Palestine Chronicle, MondoWeiss, Common 
Dreams and many other publications.] 
 
 

 

Raising the Minimum Wage Is Cheap and Easy 

 

 

 

Dean Baker 28 July 2012 
 
There are some policies that are pretty much no-brainers. We all agree that 
the Food and Drug Administration should keep dangerous drugs off the 
market. We all agree that the government should provide police and fire 
protection. And, we pretty much all agree that workers should be able to 
count on at least some minimal pay for a day's work. 
 
The minimum wage is non-controversial. The vast majority of people 
across the political spectrum support the minimum wage. In fact, one of 
the big accomplishments of the Gingrich Congress in 1996 was a 22 



percent increase in the minimum wage. The only real issue is how high it 
should be. There are good reasons for believing that the minimum wage 
should be considerably higher than it is today. 
 
At the current rate of $7.25 an hour, a full-time, year-round worker would 
have gross pay of less than $15,000 a year. This is less than half of what 
the average Fortune 500 CEO makes in a day. It would be hard enough for 
a single person to survive on this income, so imagine trying to support a 
child or even two on this money. And close to 40 percent of the workers 
who would be benefited by a minimum wage increase have kids. 
 
The counter-argument against raising the minimum wage is that it would 
actually hurt the people we are trying to help by reducing employment. 
There is little basis for this claim. The impact of the minimum wage on 
employment is one of the most heavily researched topics in economics. 
 
Most recent research finds that it has no impact on employment. Even the 
research that finds job loss shows that the effect is small, suggesting that a 
20 percent increase in the minimum wage may reduce employment of 
young people by around 2 to 3 percent. 
 
While it's not desirable to see anyone lose their job, it is important to 
remember the character of these jobs. They tend to be high turnover jobs 
that people leave after working relatively short periods of time. Job loss in 
this context is not likely to mean people being fired, rather, it means that 
firms might be somewhat slower to hire. This would cause a typical 
low-wage worker to spend somewhat longer between jobs. 
 
The dollars and cents might mean, for example, that a typical low-wage 
worker ends up working 2 percent fewer hours in a year, but they take 
home 20 percent more pay for each hour that they work. This nets out to 
an increase in pay of 18 percent, a deal that most workers would likely 
consider pretty good. 
 
In terms of whether we can afford a higher minimum wage, it is worth 
remembering that the minimum wage in 1968 would be almost $9.00 an 
hour in today's dollars. In spite of the high minimum wage in the late 
1960s, the job creators of that period pushed the unemployment rate down 
to 3.0 percent. 
 
And the country has not gotten poorer in the last four and a half decades. 
We have policy wonks running around Washington who seem to think 
that cell phones, computers, the Internet, and all other innovations of the 
past four decades that we now take for granted have reduced our standard 
of living. 
 



This is of course nonsense. Productivity has increased by more than 120 
percent since the late 1960s. If the minimum wage had kept step with 
productivity growth and inflation, it would be over $20 an hour today. 
 
The real problem in our economy today is not a lack of productivity. The 
problem is that the gains from productivity growth have not been broadly 
shared. The wealthy have used their power to rig the deck so that most of 
the benefits of growth have gone to those at the top. They have used their 
control of trade policy, the Federal Reserve Board and more recently the 
Wall Street bailout, to ensure that those at the top have gained at the 
expense of everyone else. 
 
A higher minimum wage is an important step toward reversing this 
rigging. It should not be too much to expect that workers today should get 
at least as much as they did 45 years ago and perhaps some dividend to 
allow them to share in the benefits of economic growth over this period. A 
minimum wage of $10 an hour would be a big step in the right direction. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
 

 

Britain: Olympics G4S security debacle 

 

 

 

Privatisation and ‘outsourcing’ fails again - For publicly owned and 
run services! 
Editorial from The Socialist (weekly paper of the Socialist Party (CWI 
England and Wales) 
28 July 2012 
 
The Olympics G4S security debacle has further increased public 
opposition to privatisation. But for G4S at present, its failure to deliver on 
its contract will merely dent the massive profits of this large multinational. 
It has more business outside the UK than inside and has other contracts 
with the UK government that will go on.  
 
Last year it received £759 million from the Con-Dem government for 
contracts that included electronic tagging of criminals and processing 
some benefits claims. The government is about to introduce security 
licenses that will hand even more work to large firms like G4S by pricing 
out in-house security provision.  
 
Incredibly, support for G4S came from the general secretary of the GMB 
union, Paul Kenny. He praised the company for paying its workers £8.50 
an hour as it’s above the minimum wage and the London ’living wage’.  



 
But anyone would struggle to live on this in London; while at the same 
time G4S chief executive Nick Buckles has a wage of £830,000 and is 
said to be in line for a mammoth £21 million package if he is forced to 
exit the company. The GMB could also have taken a cursory look at the 
money in the coffers of the Olympics corporate sponsors, to draw the 
conclusion that a higher wage should have been demanded for the security 
workers.  
 
History of failure   
G4S has failed repeatedly before, for instance it once ’lost’ seven 
prisoners when transporting them, but this didn’t stop both Labour and 
Tory governments giving it more lucrative business.  
 
Deportations were contracted to the firm Reliance by the government after 
G4S inflicted serious injuries when it had the contract previously, with a 
death occuring in one case. Now there are reports of brutality by Reliance 
guards, indicating that another scandal is emerging.  
 
Casting an eye down the long list of privatisations and outsourcings that 
have taken place over years shows a corresponding long catalogue of 
failures and deficiencies. Yet the drive goes on.  
 
Lloyds and RBS banks are being prepared for full return to the private 
sector despite the Barclays Libor scandal and HSBC’s seeming aid to 
money laundering, not to mention the withholding of credit from small 
businesses and mortgage seekers by all the major banks.  
 
The police are being urged to privatise some functions, military 
procurement is being outsourced, wholesale privatisation of the NHS 
proceeds apace, parts of education, parts of the civil service - where is 
privatisation not being pushed? Often workers face worse pay and 
conditions when employed by the private companies, as the bosses engage 
in a ’race to the bottom’ to minimise costs and maximise profits.  
 
These profiteers enrich themselves, pouncing on buildings, equipment and 
training that have previously been paid for by the public sector. Then 
instead of investing their profits in industry - which they don’t view as 
profitable enough - huge amounts of money are left idle. For example, hot 
on the heels of the G4S debacle came news in last Sunday’s Observer that 
a global mega-rich elite has hived away £13 trillion into tax havens!  
 
War on the public sector  
The multi-millionaire Tory leaders in the cabinet vehemently detest the 
public sector and want to privatise and outsource as much as they can, to 
hand rich pickings to their big business friends and for themselves when 



they eventually leave the House of Commons. They also want to 
drastically reduce the size of the public sector in a crazy, 
counter-productive drive to lower the national debt, and to be able to 
reduce the taxes the rich should be paying to help fund public services for 
everyone.  
 
So they or their media allies ferociously attack the public sector as being 
inefficient and expensive, and public sector workers as being lazy, 
privileged and greedy. These are nothing but lies and distortions.  
 
Time and time again, privatised services have been shown to cost more 
than publicly run services for the same standard of delivery, from the rail 
system to the building of new hospitals and schools. Sometimes the 
difference is shockingly great. Shareholders and directors use the security 
of public sector contracts to rake in vast profits, which they use to line 
their own pockets.  
 
Accusations of laziness and greed aimed at public sector workers are 
monstrous slurs, especially considering that cuts have forced whole 
sections of the public sector workforce to work to the point of complete 
exhaustion.  
 
What about efficiency? Unfortunately top managers in the public sector 
have often been trained in the same dictatorial management methods as 
those used in the private sector and they are not necessarily less prone to 
incompetence. Despite this, public bodies, being under closer scrutiny by 
elected councillors or MPs, and having the central aim of service 
provision rather than profit making, tend to be found by service users to 
be more ’efficient’ than private bodies.  
 
Democratic control  
Public control through elected representatives is one of the crucial 
advantages of public sector organisations. The Socialist goes further than 
calling for democratic local authority or parliamentary control, adding that 
representatives of the public sector workers themselves, and trade unions, 
and people who depend on the services, should also be part of the 
committees that exert control.  
 
This way the quality of the service and the pay and conditions of the 
workers providing it can be monitored from the point of view of those 
workers and service users, and any shortcomings quickly corrected.  
 
The other vital superiority of public sector organisations is that with no 
exodus of money into the pockets of shareholders, as well as the sole aim 
being to provide the best possible service, there will also be more money 
available for that service provision. This is obviously preferable for the 



vast majority of people in society.  
 
The only people who don’t stand to gain are those in the super-rich elite at 
the top, who will continue to orchestrate the savaging of the public sector 
until an almighty response from the trade union movement is built to stop 
them in their tracks. The Olympics G4S debacle has further increased 
public opposition to privatisation.  
www.socialistworld.net 
 
 

 

How the private sector didn’t solve Ghana’s water crisis 

 

 

 

Judith Amanthis First Published in Pambazuka 27 July 2012 
 
Government investment, rather than privatisation or international aid, 
offers the best solution for water services in Ghana. 
 
Seventy percent of Ghanaian homes don’t have a WC or a pit latrine. 
Piped water, if you have it at all, is intermittent, so water in your tap 
depends on whether you can afford a domestic reservoir. In 2005, the 
World Bank secured a private sector solution to the water crisis in Ghana 
– the first independent sub-Saharan African country, and one of the first to 
be economically adjusted for corporate benefit. But Ghanaian 
campaigners had different ideas for their taps and toilets.  
 
A remarkable turnaround in Ghana’s water sector occurred in June 2011. 
After five years of managing Ghana’s urban water services, Aqua Vitens 
Rand Ltd, a Dutch South African water corporation, failed to renew its 
contract with the government-owned Ghana Water Company Ltd. 
Ghanaian opponents to water privatisation had won a resounding victory. 
They effectively wrong footed the World Bank, private sector advocate 
and major funder of Ghana’s water sector.  
 
In Accra, you’re unlikely to have a WC plus individual cesspit unless 
you’re in the elite minority, and pit latrines are largely rural. You 
therefore have a few options. You can defecate in a bucket or a pan and 
pay for your 'night soil' to be taken, probably manually and illegally, 
perhaps twice a week, to a cesspit whose contents are then emptied by 
sewage tankers. You can walk to and then queue for a public latrine, most 
likely a subhuman hangover from colonial days where you pay for a bit of 
newspaper to wipe yourself and where there may be six stalls serving 
1,000 people. You can defecate in a plastic bag and deposit it in the storm 
drains that line your street. You can defecate in a storm drain. You can 



defecate on the beach. Men often urinate in drains. Women sometimes put 
a bucket under their skirts. The only area with underground piped sewers 
is the ex-colonial enclave, round Osu, where the president lives and 
Ministries are located. At the wittily-named Lavender Hill, near some of 
the poorest areas in town, sewage tankers squirt raw sewage into the sea. 
A World Bank and Ghanaian government funded treatment plant is said to 
be in the pipeline at Lavender Hill. 
 
If you have piped water, it’s not safe to drink, however rich or poor you 
are. If you can afford it, you buy either sachet water or bottled water to 
drink. Bottled water is expensive, on average GHc2 (US$1.9) a litre when 
the minimum wage is GHc4.48 (US$2.66) a day. The media periodically 
report sachet water scams. In any case, your tap will be dry perhaps 75% 
of the time, depending on your topological relationship to the local 
pumping station. If you can afford it, you install a huge polytank (a 
cylindrical plastic container) on a tower in your garden, plumb it into your 
domestic system, and fill it up when the taps are running. If you can’t 
afford it, you store water in jerry cans wherever you have room. You 
might seek professional help to fix your water meter, illegally. If you 
don’t have piped water, and you’re not paying bills to the Ghana Water 
Company, you might employ a professional to plumb you into a mains 
water pipe, illegally. If you don’t, you must buy from a water tanker, or 
from a stand pipe, which is more expensive than tap or domestically 
stored water. Fetching three buckets of water a day can cost you between 
10% and 20% of your daily income. Thus, the poorer you are, the more 
you’re likely to pay for water in absolute terms. 
 
Despite these huge problems, in January 2011 the World Bank was 
confidently stating that Ghana was ‘making steady progress’ towards the 
United Nations 2015 Millennium Development Goal for safe drinking 
water.  
 
Water privatisation in Ghana goes back decades. The 1980s and the 
Rawlings regime saw external funders, especially the World Bank and the 
IMF, direct the restructuring of the Ghanaian economy as a condition for 
receiving desperately needed loans. Water reforms in the 1980s included 
sacking staff in the publicly owned Ghana Water and Sewage 
Corporation, attempts to curb non-revenue water and an emphasis on ‘cost 
recovery’ - as opposed to improving access to sanitation and clean water. 
 
By 1999, the GWSC had been replaced by the Ghana Water Company 
Ltd. While 100% state owned, it’s responsible neither for rural water 
services nor for sewage disposal. Sewage generates life and plant growth 
as well as death and disease, but not profit. 
 
In the same year, the World Bank’s plans snarled up on the issue of 



national sovereignty: the government objected to the accusation of corrupt 
tendering practices, and the World Bank withdrew its US$100 million 
loan – but with an eye to elections the following year. And indeed, the 
new New Patriotic Party government, far keener on the World Bank’s 
‘reforms’ than Rawlings’ National Democratic Congress had ever been, 
‘quickly organised an international tender for the [public-private 
partnership] lease contract, and in 2001 they short listed nine 
[multinational] companies…’ [1] 
 
At this point, the opposition to the proposed water reforms consolidated. 
The National Coalition Against the Privatisation of Water was established 
at an Accra forum in 2001. Members of South Africa’s Anti-Privatisation 
Forum and Municipal Workers’ Union participated, as well as an activist 
from Bolivia’s Cochabamba water struggle. They ‘shared their 
experiences of water privatisation, and the adverse impacts it had had on 
their communities.’ [2] 
 
Independent research in 2002 found ‘… that implementation of a plan for 
full cost recovery and automatic tariff adjustment mechanisms [in the 
water sector] will be a condition for the completion of the IMF’s fifth 
review of Ghana’s Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility loan. Further, 
‘Conditions attached to World Bank lending led to a 95 percent increase 
in water tariffs in May 2001.’ [3] 
 
By early 2011, the anti-water privatisation coalition had been organising 
pickets, meetings, and media campaigns for 10 years. It had survived 
splits and government witch hunts, and had received some (but not nearly 
enough) international media exposure. NGOs which had previously 
backed water privatisation were working alongside it. Ghana’s Public 
Utility Workers Union was now openly campaigning against the renewal 
of the Ghana Water Company Ltd’s contract with Aqua Vitens Rand Ltd. 
The Minister for Water Resources, Works and Housing began dropping 
hints that the contract would not be renewed.  
 
But why? Surely the private sector, with its performance, efficiency and 
revenue targets, could tackle the huge problem of non revenue water? Non 
revenue water is any water supplied by the water company that isn’t paid 
for, because of unpaid bills, water leaking from pipes, or water connected 
illegally. In the late 1990s, Ghana Water Company Ltd’s non-revenue 
water stood at 50-51%, way above the World Bank’s 15% target. 
 
On all major contractual obligations, however, Aqua Vitens Rand Ltd 
failed, a contract, furthermore, that they had got on the cheap because it 
required no investment on their part whatsoever; it was a management 
contract, not a lease contract. Aqua Vitens Rand Ltd failed to decrease 
non-revenue water, they failed to increase the production of water, and 



they failed to improve bill collection. Service delivery (not surprisingly) 
failed to benefit from reducing the number of workers, i.e. cutting the cost 
of wage bills.  
 
Five days after Aqua Vitens Rand Ltd’s contract wasn’t renewed, the 
Minister of Water Resources, Works and Housing announced the setting 
up of the 100% state owned Ghana Urban Water Company Ltd, a 
subsidiary of the Ghana Water Company Ltd, to replace Aqua Vitens 
Rand Ltd, with a one year tenure ending in June 2012.  
 
Leonard Shang Quartey co-ordinates the Essential Services Programme at 
The Integrated Social Development Centre (ISODEC), the campaigning 
NGO which spearheads the anti-water privatisation coalition. ‘This whole 
idea about Ghana Urban Water Limited, I don’t think it’s necessary,’ 
Quartey said in June 2011. ’We have to focus our efforts on GWCL 
[Ghana Water Company Ltd] and make it workable.’ And it’s not as 
though Ghana doesn’t have water – the mighty Volta Lake is one of the 
world’s largest reservoirs.  
 
June 2012 and what happens next? The interim Ghana Urban Water 
Company Ltd still exists. According to Quartey and Oxfam GB’s 
Alhassan Adam (telephone interviews June and May 2012), the World 
Bank is pressurising the government to return to the privatisation option. 
But, Quartey said, any form of privatisation is unacceptable to the 
anti-water privatisation coalition. They want a strengthened and 
restructured Ghana Water Company Ltd, that is, a public water authority 
charged with the provision (as opposed to the cost recovery) of clean 
water. The issue has very little to do with management, as Aqua Vitens 
Rand Ltd’s failure proved. ‘The bulk of the problem,’ Quartey said, ‘lies 
in financing.’  
 
It’s worth remembering that during colonial occupation, African 
economies were organised primarily for the extraction of raw materials to 
their northern ‘masters’. Political independence did not bring economic 
independence, and the advent of IMF and World Bank economic 
restructuring from the 1980s onwards, driven by conditions on loans and 
grants, has maintained extractive exploitation. According to Quartey, 
Public Private Partnership, as in the Aqua Vitens Rand Ltd debacle, is still 
the World Bank’s preferred privatisation vehicle.  
 
What solutions are there? Quartey and the coalition want increased 
government spending: the water sector is more than 80% donor funded. 
But Ghanaians can finance their water sector themselves. Since 2010, the 
country has produced oil. It’s one of the world’s leading gold and cocoa 
producers. Taxation needs to be properly regulated, in particular corporate 
tax loopholes blocked. Last year’s increase in corporate tax on mining 



companies was a step in the right direction, Quartey said.  
 
Ghana is a wealthy country, as is Africa as a whole. The Ghanaian 
government, with a little help from the anti water privatisation coalition, 
need not submit to World Bank pressure. And then there’s China. 
www.pambazuka.org 
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Syriza shines a light -- radical left organises for power 

 

 

 

In Greece, a radical left coalition is actively preparing for power in 
society and in parliament. 
Hilary Wainwright 26 July 2012 
 
Like a swan moving moving forward with relaxed confidence while 
paddling furiously beneath the surface, Syriza, the radical left coalition 
that could become the next government of Greece, is facing enormous 
challenges calmly but with intensifed activity. 
 
In the palatial setting of the Greek parliament, Alexis Tsipras, 



the president of the radical left coalition Syriza’s parliamentary  
group, opens the first meeting of its 71 new deputies with his  
characteristic mix of cool and conviviality. At the same time, across  
Greece, other Syriza activists are organising neighbourhood assemblies,  
maintaining "solidarity kitchens" and bazaars, working in medical social 
centres, protecting immigrants against attacks from Golden Dawn, the  
new fascist party that won 7 per cent of votes in the election, creating 
new Syriza currents at the base of the trade unions – and kickstarting  
the transition from a coalition of 12 political organisations (and 1.6  
million voters) to a new kind of political party. 
 
In the midst of all this they still find time to cook, dance,  
debate and organise at a three-day anti-racist festival. This annual  
festival, now in its 16th year, was founded with 40 organisations to 
"intercept", in the words of Nicos Giannopolous, one of its driving  
forces, "the growth of nationalism and racism in the early nineties". In 
its aims, principles of organisation and the plural culture that it  
promotes, it symbolises the strength of the internationalist civil  
society that Syriza has both helped to build and of which it is in good  
part a product. Now more than 250 organisations and parties are involved 
in organising the event and more than 30,000 people of every age and  
ethnic origin pour into the still-public space of Goudi Park in Athens. 
 
A common focus in all this activity is how to turn the electoral 
support for Syriza into a source of self-organised social power for  
change, as well as to build on it as the electoral path to government.  
When, on May 6, Syriza won 17 per cent of the vote in the general  
election, most activists were stunned. After all, three years ago the  
alliance had only just scraped past the 3 per cent barrier to  
parliamentary seats, with 4.7 per cent. By June 17, when the second  
election saw Syriza’s vote rise to 27 per cent, members had begun  
seriously to imagine their coalition in government. 
 
Dimitris Tsoukalas, one of Syriza’s new MPs and a recruit from  
Pasok, describes the vote as "an expression of need". Tsoukalas’s recent  
history is indicative of the unravelling of Pasok, and with it the  
balance of political power in the trade unions. Formerly president of  
the bank workers’ union, he resigned from Pasok the day after then-prime 
minister George Papendreou signed the troika memorandum of  
understanding on economic policy with the IMF, European Commission 
and  
European Central Bank. Tsoukalas then joined the "No to the 
Memorandum"  
coalition to stand against Pasok in the regional elections for Attica –  
elections in which the Pasok vote first began to crumble, from 40 to 23  
per cent.  



 
Tsoukalas isn’t getting carried away with Syriza’s success,  
however. He warns that "votes can be like sand". The sand won’t blow  
back to Pasok. But New Democracy, Greece’s main right-wing party, 
which  
came first in the June election, was able to harvest the fruits of the  
fear that it and a wholly hostile commercial media stirred up at the  
prospect of a Syriza victory – a process that is likely to intensify.  
There is also the danger of an ill wind from the direction of Golden  
Dawn. Formed in the early 1990s as a marginal semi-legal fascist  
organisation, it has achieved wider electoral and street-level appeal  
recently in reviving an explicitly fascist tradition in a new form to  
lead a xenophobic, anti-immigrant response to the social devastation  
caused by policies of the troika. 
 
Roots of change 
yet, though, it has been Syriza and the left that has made  
the most substantial gains in the wake of Greece’s debt crisis. So what  
has produced a political organisation that is both rooted in the  
movements and engaged in seriously restructuring the state? What is its  
organisational and cultural character? 
 
Now is not the time to analyse in definitive terms. The  
structures of the new party are to be discussed by members and  
supporters, new and old, over the coming six months or so. But it is  
possible, learning from its history, to sketch the personality with  
which it enters this new phase. And everyone I talked to in Greece  
insists that its fundamentals must not change. 
 
Syriza, the Coalition of the Radical Left, was founded in 2004  
following the success of a new generation of young activists from the  
left-wing Synaspismos party, including Alexis Tsipras and Andreas  
Karitzis, a key political coordinator, in taking over the party  
leadership. This generation had been formed through the  
alter-globalisation movement of the first decade of the century, and  
especially the massive demonstration in Genoa and then the World and  
European Social Forums. The experience of the social forums, including  
the Greek Social Forum, was decisive in turning the predominant culture  
of the new Greek left away from loyalty to a particular ideology in  
favour of pluralism, democratic collaboration, openness and a belief in  
the importance of proposing an alternative. 
 
This culture grew on fertile ground. The young activists and  
intellectuals who helped to found Syriza were from the first generation  
that rejected capitalism after the fall of the Soviet Union, and who  
came to the left independently of any "actually existing" alternative.  



Their involvement in movements and struggles was part of a process of  
developing an alternative rather than promoting one that had already  
been worked out. 
 
They knew that governing from above wouldn’t work but they did  
not know what would. "We try to find another way", says Karitzis. "I  
believe you need state political power but what is also decisive is what 
is you are doing in the movements/society before seizing power. Eighty  
per cent of social change cannot come through government." 
 
Synaspismos provided a hospitable home for this kind of  
practical but principled process of creating a new kind of socialism. It 
was the product of a number of splits in Communist Party politics, 
breaking  
both from Stalinism and from an accommodation with capitalism. In  
general, the new young leadership was welcomed by many older 
comrades,  
who had already involved Synaspismos in the alter-globalisation  
movement. 
 
With their strong belief in the need for the radical left to  
collaborate, the young and old worked with the organisations with which  
Synaspismos had created the Greek Social Forum. This included other  
political organisations (Maoist and Trotskyist, for instance) and green, 
feminist, gay and social rights networks. They all came together to  
form Syriza, with its green, red and purple flag. Standing outside, with 
arms folded, secure in its increasingly imaginary inner strength, was  
the apparently immovably dogmatic Greek Communist Party (KKE). At  
that time it had 7.5 per cent of the vote. In this year’s June election  
this had fallen to 4.5 per cent. (There are signs that younger activist  
members are looking towards Syriza, as the KKE seems to be an  
organisation unlikely to change.) 
 
When, nine years and many movements later, the latest forces of  
change converged on Syntagma Square, Syriza members were there too.  
There they helped to build the movement, not to recruit to the party, to 
push a line or take control. Yanis Almpanis, a Syriza member active in  
the Network of Social and Political Rights, describes the way they  
participated: "Small groups of us often came together in the square,  
either because we knew each other or agreed with what each other were  
saying." They shared principles – for example, not allowing any  
anti-immigrant slogans – and applied these to find practical solutions  
through the general discussions. On the first day, for instance, many  
people came to the demonstration with Greek flags and did not allow  
party flags. After a few days and much argument the idea emerged of  
having different flags of other nations, including from the Arab Spring. "It 



changed the image of the action", says Almpanis. "This is how to  
build a radical and political movement." 
 
It is this principled immersion in the movements, including the  
uprising in 2008 following the police killing of Alexandros  
Grigoropoulos, that led many people to decide that Syriza was the  
instrument they could trust to help them rid Greece of the memorandum. 
"Syriza was always with us", says Tonia Katerina from the Open City  
coalition. It was a sentiment I heard again and again. 
 
When Tsipras declared that Syriza was prepared to form a  
government to stop the memorandum and break the old ruling order, he  
linked anger with hope. The parliament stands some distance back from  
Syntagma Square. Syriza was committing itself to open up a two-way  
channel of power and energy from the squares and society to parliament  
and back. 
 
Politicised solidarity  
In its work outside parliament, Syriza gives a high priority to  
supporting and spreading networks that in effect systematise the customs 
of informal mutual support that are deeply rooted in Greek society.  
Some begin with neighbours coming together to help others with greater  
need. Others involve solidarity kitchens linking with food producers;  
doctors and nurses responding to the crisis in the health system by  
creating medical social centres; support for actions against electricity 
cut-offs; legal help in courts to cut mortgage payments. Syriza’s  
involvement in this work follows in part from its members’ high alert to 
the threat posed by Golden Dawn. Andreas Karitzis stresses that if the  
left does not "build the new social connections, someone else will".  
 
The fascists are already creating their own social  
infrastructure for Greeks only and taking direct action to drive out  
immigants. On June 23, for example, a gang of Golden Dawn thugs raided 
Pakistani grocers’ shops in the working class suburb of Nikea, near the  
port of Piraeus, telling them they had one week to get ready and go, "or 
else". Syriza had won 38 per cent of the vote in Nikea (a higher vote  
in working-class districts and among those under 35 was the general  
pattern of Syriza’s electoral support) and after the attack the party  
helped to organise a rally and march of 3000 in support of  
the shopkeepers. 
 
These solidarity networks, in which Syriza is only one  
participant among many, are run on an explicitly self-managed democratic 
basis. "We persuade people to participate, to become organisers; we  
explain that solidarity is an idea of taking and giving", says  
Tonia Katerini. 



 
The networks are not a substitute for the welfare state. "People 
are facing problems of survival", explains Andreas Karitzis. "We cannot 
solve these issues but we can be part of socialising them. These  
solidarity initiatives can be a basis for fighting for the welfare  
state. For example, medical staff involved in the social medical centres 
also fight within the hospitals for resources and free treatment. The  
idea is to change people’s idea of what they can do – develop, with  
them, a sense of their capacity for power." 
 
In this way consolidating Syriza’s vote is also about a deeper preparation 
for government: "If we become the government in a few months time 
people will be more ready to fight for their rights, to take on the banks and 
so on." 
 
Preparation for government  
Opposition as an opportunity to prepare for government also  
drives those Syriza members who are working closer to the state.  
Aristedes Baltas, coordinating member of Syriza’s programme committee, 
describes the work already underway on the committee of MPs, experts,  
civil servants and civic organisations whose purpose is to shed light on 
(not simply "shadow") the ministry of education and propose alternative 
policies. "Through Syriza members who are frontline civil servants –  
and Syriza won over 50 per cent of the vote of these workers – we are  
mapping the obstacles, knowing who to rely on, how to release the ideas  
of staff with a commitment to the public good", he says. 
 
These committees – rather than single "shadow ministers" – are  
also intended through their openness and links with social movements to  
be one way of countering the tendency of parliamentary institutions to  
pull the representatives of even the most radical political parties away 
from the movements for which they intend to be a political resource.  
Baltas, an activist-cum-professor of philosophy from the older  
generation of Synaspismos, the largest party in the Syriza coalition,  
co-ordinated the drawing up of a detailed, 400-page programme involving 
Syriza members and supporters from every social and political sphere.  
This contributed to the organisation’s insistence on positive solutions  
and its confident approach to government. One of the programme’s four  
sections concerned "restructuring the state".  
 
Baltas summarises the approach that Syriza is now preparing to  
put into practice in every ministry. It is an ambitious strategy for  
democratising a state that is institutionally corrupt. It is also a  
direct challenge to the troika’s claim to be modernising the Greek state 
through privatisation. For each ministry, Syriza committees are  
preparing to sweep away the bastions of corruption and open up the work  



of the ministry to the stifled capacities of frontline civil servants,  
building on and encouraging the latent honesty that Baltas is convinced  
generally exists amongst such public service professionals. 
 
Under Pasok and New Democracy rule, each minister brings 40 or  
50 advisors who control everything. This, Baltas says, 'is a deadly  
structure, suppressing all initiative and creating focal points for  
corruption throughout the system. We would not bring in such a layer. We 
will ask for a general assembly of all those who work in the ministry  
and explain the new situation, and encourage their initiatives to make  
the state responsive to the needs of the people." The hope, he explains, 
is to encourage "a surge of people wanting to participate, produce  
ideas. This will be the first time such a thing will have happened  
in Greece." 
 
Old challenges, new openings  
Alongside these various preparations for government, inside  
parliament and outside, activists are alert to the dangers of losing  
their social roots, becoming "another Pasok". In the formation of the  
new party, a shared priority is to create, as new MP Theano Fotiou puts  
it, "a structure for the people to always be connected to the party,  
even if they are not members of the party, to be criticising the party,  
bringing new experience to the party". 
 
One factor pulling the parliamentary representatives of radical, 
pro-movement parties elsewhere has been the resources bestowed on them 
by the state, while the party, and often the movement, loses key cadres  
to the parliamentary routine. Syriza will receive €8 million (almost  
triple its present budget) as a result of its electoral success, and  
each MP is allocated five members of staff by the parliament. How will  
Syriza’s emphasis on struggles in society be applied to the distribution 
of these resources? 
 
Andreas Karitzis answers: "The biggest part of the new funds  
should go to what we can do in the neighbourhoods. For example, to  
employ people to spread initiatives like social medical centres, explain 
what is successful and what is not, or people who would connect people  
in cities with producers of agricultural stuff. And to improve the  
ability to build these relationships online. These are the kind of  
things we are discussing, as well strengthening the capacity of the  
party in parliament." Out of the five staff allocated to MPs, two will  
work for the MP directly. One will work for a policy committee and two  
will be employed by the party to work in the movements and  
neighbourhoods. 
 
A further challenge will arise from the fact that although there 



are strong women in the Syriza leadership, the overwhelming majority  
are men. Sissy Vovou, a member of Syriza’s 200-strong leading body and 
member of the Syriza Women’s Network, says there is a tendency to treat  
women’s equality as "something that should wait until we are in  
government". There is a new dynamic developing though. A third of  
Syriza’s MPs are women, who have been elected on a proportional system 
based on open lists. So they have been voted for on the basis of their  
local leadership. They made it clear at that first parliamentary meeting 
opened by Alexis Tsipras that women’s equality cannot be put on hold.  
 
New sources of radicalism are also evident within the trade  
unions. The dramatic collapse of the old political order is producing a  
potential earthquake in the unions, whose structures were closely tied  
to the old parties of Pasok, the KKE and New Democracy. The 
consequences 
for Syriza of these changes and the development of radical independent  
unions in Athens especially, where more than half of the population  
lives, are not yet clear. But they open up the possibility of a strong  
grassroots trade unionism that could in turn reinforce the radical  
character of Syriza, especially if and when it is in government. 
 
Finally there is a challenge to us. Syriza’s rise, along with  
the defeat of Sarkozy in France, has encouraged the rejection of  
austerity measures across Europe and shifted the balance of forces in  
the EU. But it is not enough simply to applaud and walk away. The  
avoidable catastrophe imposed on the Greek people worsens every day.  
Syriza is clear that the memorandum cannot be reversed by national  
resistance alone. 
 
The most effective form of solidarity across Europe would be to  
learn from Syriza how to build in our own countries new kinds of  
political organisation that are sufficiently open and loose to enable  
all those people who desire an alternative to capitalism based on values 
that many of us describe as socialist, but without a precise model in  
mind, to become a powerful and popular political force. 
 
Syriza has shown how this movement-style politics can be  
combined with a disciplined intervention in the political system to  
defend – and regain – the basic social and political rights that  
mainstream parties now treat as dispensable. Its example, which was  
necessarily forged in the heat of the most extreme manifestation of  
neoliberal austerity, can be taken up by the rest of us. In doing so,  
the political geography of Europe would be reshaped, with profound  
effects in Greece, potentially allowing Syriza not just to shine but to  
succeed. 
links.org.au/node/2963 
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Cuba's Coming Co-Operative Economy? 

 

 

 

Marcelo Vieta 24 July 2012 
 
In 2011, I made two trips to Cuba to study the new co-operatives. In June 
I was kindly invited by Camila Piñeiro Harnecker, a professor at the 
University of Havana and one of the country's leading experts on its 
co-operative movement, to participate in two conferences. In December, 
Wendy Holm (Canadian agronomist and co-operative facilitator working 
in Cuba for the last dozen years) extended an invitation to participate in 
the “Walking the Walk: Cuba's path to a more co-operative and 
sustainable economy” workshops, again in Havana. Both trips had 
international guests share experiences and knowledge of the co-operative 
organisational model with our Cuban hosts. The backdrop was, on both 
occasions, the recently proposed economic reforms coming out of los 
nuevos lineamientos (the new guidelines) of the Sixth Congress of the 
Communist Party of Cuba, completed and released on April 18, 2011. 
 
Both of these experiences were eye opening and inspirational, and full of 
promise for a possible broadening of the co-operative movement in Cuba, 
while building lasting transnational networks of co-op practitioners and 
researchers from Cuba and afar. In a nutshell, these trips suggest that 
Cuba stands on the brink of making a major effort to build a 
co-operative-based sector. This recalls some of the classic thinking of 
Robert Owen, William King, George Holyoake and even Karl Marx, on a 
co-operative based society. But, undoubtedly, major challenges along this 
path remain for Cuba, as they have for other state-centred command 
economies as they entered a period of structural transformation. The 
following is a report from these field trips and the discussions at the 



conferences. 
 
Almost instantly upon arriving in Cuba in late June of 2011 I noticed the 
wherewithal of its people, especially their tenacity to get by on little. In 
many ways, I discovered, Cubans have already been forging an alternative 
socio-economic reality for decades now. For instance, we can think of 
how they revolutionised their agricultural sector during and after the 
Special Period, making Cuba the first nation to adopt a predominantly 
organic farming sector rooted in agricultural co-ops and the notion of 
subsidiarity (i.e., economic activity with a strong focus on the local and 
managed by local people). 
 
The two conferences I presented at in June 2011 were exceptional, if 
ultimately a bit surprising for me in ways. First, I participated in the 
“Corporate Social Responsibility, Cooperatives, and Local Development” 
conference on June 21 with a diverse group of co-op practitioners, social 
entrepreneurs, and social and solidarity economy researchers from 
different parts of Latin America and Canada. Organised in part by the 
University of Havana's Centre for Studies on the Cuban Economy, a Latin 
American NGO called Fundación AVINA, and a US social entrepreneur 
Eric Leenson. At this first conference I presented some of the results of 
my ethnographic and political economic work with Argentina's empresas 
recuperadas por sus trabajadores (worker-recuperated enterprises, or 
ERTs). 
 
Many Cuban academics and officials working with co-ops and local 
development initiatives in attendance seemed to be fascinated with the 
experiences of workers taking over businesses in trouble in Argentina, 
based on their comments to me afterwards. They were interested to know 
more about how to make autogestión (self-management) work in a 
country that has had no real experience with co-operatives in general 
outside of agriculture, a sector where they have engaged in promising 
experiments with Cooperativas de Crédito y Servicio and Cooperativas de 
Producción Agropecuarias (producer and consumer co-ops in the farming 
sector also known as CCS and CCP respectively) and Unidades Básicas de 
Producción Cooperativa (worker-run and state-owned co-operatives that 
service the agricultural sector, known also as UBPC) (Piñeiro Harnecker, 
2011a). 
 
These Cuban academics and officials I spoke with looked at the 
experiences of Argentina's workers starting co-ops from scratch as similar 
to what many Cubans might have to embark on in the next months and 
years. This is especially the case, they shared with me, given that 
hundreds of thousands of Cuban workers will be transitioned from empleo 
estatal (“state employment”) to empleo no-estatal (“non-state 
employment”) over the next few years. 



 
Indeed, the vision of the nuevos lineamientos of the Cuban Communist 
Party is to increase the non-state employment sector from 16 per cent of 
Cuba's workforce (2010 figures) to 35 per cent of Cuban workers by 2015. 
This would mean that in three years, if this projection holds, Cuba will 
have 1.8 million non-state workers employed either as cuentapropistas 
(the self-employed), trabajadores asalariados (salaried workers) or 
cooperativistas (cooperators) (Piñeiro Harnecker, 2011a). 
While many of these new, non-state workers have the potential of 
eventually working in an expanded, non-rural co-operative sector, they 
could equally be employed in an expanding private sector. There is room 
in the economic reforms for a boom in private businesses, as well 
(sections 11 to 24 of the lineamientos), together with a continuation of 
“state-funded entities” (sections 30 to 34). Regardless, it is also 
undeniable that sections 25 to 29 of the lineamientos leave ample room for 
the potential mushrooming of the co-operative movement. “Grade 1 
co-operatives”, section 25 begins: 
 
“shall be established as a socialist form of joint ownership in various 
sectors. A co-operative is a business organization that owns its estate and 
represents a distinct legal person. Its members are individuals who 
contribute assets or labour and its purpose is to supply useful goods and 
services to society and its costs are covered with its own income.” 
 
While there are, as yet, no guarantees that a boom in “Grade 1 
co-operatives” will necessarily emerge, there is growing interest afoot in 
Cuba to encourage such a new, non-agricultural co-operative sector. The 
strong language on co-ops in the lineamientos is offering much inspiration 
to some in this regard. But the interest in co-ops extends far beyond the 
decrees of the lineamientos. One Cuban professor suggested to me that 
co-operatives could take over the economy in sectors such as food 
provisioning, consumer services, housing and sanitation. Another group of 
Cuban researchers I spoke with believe that worker co-operatives of all 
stripes could particularly blossom in areas such as tourism, public 
transportation, manufacturing and community services. “In the short 
term”, reads section 217 of the lineamientos, “the industrial productions 
shall be re-oriented to meet the demands from different forms of 
production (particularly co-operatives and self-employees)”. 
 
What are some of the lingering concerns among some Cubans that aspire 
to expand the co-operative sector, then? The general answer given to me 
by co-op developers and researchers was that Cubans lack knowledge in 
co-operative organising and values. Yes, they underscored, many Cubans 
do indeed have experience with agricultural co-ops or urban agricultural 
co-ops (organopónicos), and most have been involved in “popular power” 
initiatives, or with community-based committee experiences for some 



time. But most of these experiences, I was told, have been, up till now, 
top-down or party led. 
 
The Cubans I talked with during my first visit in June 2011 wanted mostly 
to know how to co-operatively organise and practically manage 
themselves bottom up, and how to start teaching each other the ins and 
outs of forming co-operatives “from below”, from out of their own 
initiatives. From Cubans who I spoke with, there is, on the one hand, a 
pragmatic sense that they must know how to manage themselves better 
and produce adequately without government quotas and such. At the same 
time, we discussed and debated how exactly the “non-state” sector might 
emerge in Cuba, as well as the virtues of co-operatives and the risks of 
opening up their economy to free markets and outright capital-based and 
investor-owned firms. 
 
During these conversations, I tried to focus on my observation that, given 
what I know of the explosion of the social and solidarity economy in other 
parts of Latin America in recent years, Cubans too could make a go of a 
non-state enterprise sector that still respects key aspects of their socialist 
project by thinking about “co-operativising” their economy. This would 
include co-operative production, co-operative service delivery, 
co-operative exchange or “markets” and co-operative banks or credit 
unions. Moreover, we agreed, this would allow Cubans to hold on to much 
of the social values and collaborative spirit they already have within their 
existing version of socialism. 
The potential for a social and solidarity economy 
 
The second conference I presented was at the Centre for Studies on the 
Cuban Economy (CEEC in Spanish). It was its annual conference of 
mostly Cuban economists, government officials and municipal 
development officials. This conference was a slightly different but equally 
rewarding experience. There, I gave what I thought was a straightforward 
conceptual definition of the “social and solidarity economy”. In this 
presentation, I made an effort to bridge Canadian, European and Latin 
American conceptualisations while connecting notions of the social and 
solidarity economy to actual on-the-ground experiences in Latin America. 
Drawing from these traditions, in this presentation I defined the social and 
solidarity economy as: 
 
“...social and economic practices and organisations that are not 
investor-owned or for-profit entities (although its organisations can make 
and draw on surpluses), nor government-owned or controlled (although 
its organisations may receive government funding), and that operate with 
the values of provisioning, first and foremost, for the socioeconomic needs 
of members. Known also loosely as the ‘third sector,’ social and solidarity 
economy organisations tend to have social objectives (such as sustaining 



and creating jobs, provisioning less expensive or environmentally sound 
consumer goods and services, facilitating the social or economic 
capacities of individuals and communities, etc.) and are usually organised 
in some sort of democratic fashion where each member has a vote or say 
in the operation, governance, and goals of the firm.”  
 
The Cubans who listened to my presentation were very interested to know 
more about the social and solidarity economy but seemed not to be as 
familiar on the whole with a working definition of the concept. This was 
the case, as some Cuban academics told me, because they haven't needed 
such a concept until now with a Cuban state and economy that is already 
“socialist” and “socialised”. This was surprising to me at first, especially 
given Cuba's already-existing social economic practices that in many 
ways have been part of their daily reality for decades now. Think, for 
example, of their mostly do-it-yourself and community-based car parts 
manufacturing and repair shops, or the common practice throughout Cuba 
of sharing scarce commodities and products among neighbours. 
Here some rich debates emerged amongst us concerning the terms 
socialised, social and socialist; how a social and solidarity economy is 
different or similar to what Cubans have been practicing under state 
socialism; and how such conceptualisations of the social and solidarity 
economy could help Cubans think about a new socialism that connects the 
broad economic reforms the Communist Party is proposing with the 
everyday practices of Cuban people. Conceiving of the “non-state” sector 
as a social and solidarity economy could also prove to be a softer landing 
for the hundreds of thousands of state workers that are expected to 
become (without a clear transition plan so far, it seems to me) 
cooperativistas andcuentapropistas. 
 
Challenges, tensions and possibilities for a co-operative economy in 
Cuba 
The release of the “Draft Guidelines” of the economic reforms in the fall 
of 2010, and the promising public consultations that were had between 
December 2010 and February 2011 with over 1 million Cubans in the 
process of developing thelineamientos, has, most certainly, committed 
Cuba to a massive reform of the economy such as it has never seen before. 
Cuba is, in a word, at a crossroads right now. There will definitely be 
room for a new kind of economy where “non-state enterprises” will be a 
reality sooner rather than later over the next three to five years. This will 
include a new Cuban entrepreneurial class, a larger class of 
cuentapropistas, a much larger class of salaried workers, and – potentially 
– a substantial social and solidarity economic sector populated by many 
co-operatives. 
Whether a new private sector will dominate the new Cuban economy, or 
whether Cuba turns primarily to a new socialised economy rooted in 
co-operatives, remains to be seen. 



 
Certainly, Section 1 of the lineamientos (concerning Cuba's new 
“Economic Management Model”) leaves interpretive room for either, 
although the preamble to the lineamientos could arguably align more 
easily with a social economy made up of co-operatives: 
 
“The economic system that shall prevail will continue to be based on the 
people's socialist ownership over the fundamental means of production, 
governed by the socialist principle of distribution: ‘from each according 
to his/her capacity to each according to his/her contribution.’”  
 
Whichever way Cuba heads, and based on the open way these economic 
reforms are being discussed in Cuba right now (including in the daily 
Granma newspaper by the Communist Party), these reforms will 
potentially be broader and more transformative than the reforms that 
emerged during and immediately after the Special Period in the early 
1990s. 
 
Some economists that presented at the CEEC conference, for example, are 
pushing for the quick introduction of these reforms and talk liberally of 
increasing the space for cuentapropistas (the self-employed, which also 
includes entrepreneurs and employers) and allowing for a Cuban-owned 
and run private sector that will be able to hire employees other than family 
members. Indeed, this view is in line with sections 11 to 24 of the 
lineamientos. 
Some of the economists I heard, inspired by the Chinese model of 
economic growth, talk as if some sort of a broader private sector is an 
unavoidable reality, necessary for the increased productivity and 
innovation needed in Cuba, they argue, in order to lift it out of its 
developing country status. The major indicators being used by these 
economists is economic growth, GDP, investment-to-profit ratios and so 
on. This can be straight-up neoclassical stuff and risks putting Cuba on the 
path of yet one more former socialist country that opens up its economy to 
unbridled markets. Moreover, the Cuban government is, as I write, also 
expanding its list of permissible private sector firms. 
 
But, on the whole, opening up the Cuban economy more and more to 
straight up capital-labour relations and free markets is, I believe, the most 
perilous part of the suggested reforms and what might very well put 
Cuba's many socialist gains (i.e., free health care, excellent public 
education, low poverty rates, low crime rates, virtually no unemployment, 
subsidised housing, public transportation ...) at most risk of eventually 
evaporating into a market-driven system. 
 
The degree of inter-firm competition that this new economy could involve 
is particularly unclear. And what of the characteristics of a new 



wage-based labour market that will be needed to supply employees to 
private firms, where the labour-power of a new class of “productive” 
workers would become one of Cuba's newest commodities and where 
out-and-out surplus-value extraction and capital accumulation would be 
the prime mover for more and more privatised firms and economic 
sectors? Surprisingly, there is very little mention of such basic socialist 
concepts and critiques from some of the Cuban economists I have heard 
and read in the past year. 
Another set of issues posed by some Cuban economists and co-operative 
developers is how production inputs will be provisioned in a non-state 
sector. They realise that some sort of wholesale market will be needed, for 
instance, but are not clear about its make-up. This has been traditionally 
handled by state quotas in Cuba. How will the non-state sector adapt to 
supply and demand constraints? Will a production input and supplies 
market be driven and regulated by price-indicators for new non-state 
businesses to capitalise, or will state planning still be maintained there? 
Both of these scenarios have their downsides for a potential co-operative 
economy. 
 
And what is the role of foreign businesses and suppliers? The issue of 
what type of consumer markets will emerge is equally vague still. Finally, 
if the Cuban government's plan is to transition former state employees to 
the new “non-state” economic sector and, in so doing, increase the 
country's non-state workers by as much as a fifth by 2015, how exactly 
will this transition happen and how will the Cuban state guarantee the 
lineamientos’ and Raul Castro's repeated assurances that “no one will be 
left unprotected” in the process? 
 
All of these questions remain without clear answers to most Cubans I 
spoke with. But what is clear is that co-operatives will surely be allowed 
to emerge outside of the agricultural sector as service, consumer, housing 
and worker co-operatives. There is, moreover, a pending law of 
co-operatives that is being written right now, set to be released sometime 
this year, that should clarify to what degree the government is expecting 
co-operatives to take a leading role in the new non-state economic sector 
(Piñeiro Harnecker, 2012). 
 
In sum, from the countless conversations I had while in Cuba with 
academics, government workers, co-operators and people on the street, 
many Cubans are very willing to contemplate and consider the role of a 
larger co-operative sector. There is no doubt that many Cubans are 
working hard to make this a reality in the coming months and years. 
My sense is that many – perhaps the majority – of Cubans know that they 
have too much to lose to go down the neoliberal path, a distinct possibility 
given the trajectory of other "socialist" command economies, and the 
structural reforms that are unfolding. The co-operative path to economic 



sustainability would, I think, be a viable alternative development model 
for many key sectors of the Cuban economy. Such a development model 
would keep social wealth within the country and expand the capacities of 
Cuban workers in self-management. Such activism and participation 
among workers can also be a key spur to the nature of reforms in crucial 
areas where large state enterprises will remain, whether fully state owned 
or in joint enterprises. The co-operative road to reforms, most importantly, 
could help conserve the successes of Cuba's brand of socialism, notably its 
egalitarian education, cultural and health sectors, which remain quite 
unique across South America and the Caribbean. At the same time, such 
co-operative-based reforms could help Cuba move along a new path 
toward 21st century socialism. 
www.zcommunications.org 
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Britain: London Olympics opening week 

 

 

 

Manny Thain, from an edited version of an article in Socialism Today 
(monthly magazine of the Socialist Party, CWI England and Wales) 
23 July 2012 
 
The greatest sporting, and money-making, show on earth   
The 2012 Olympic Games, held in London, will start with the ‘Opening 
Ceremony’ on Friday 27 July, watched by an estimated audience of 1 
billion people around the world. Beyond the sporting excellence, Manny 
Thain looks at the crass commercialisation and increased state repression 
that accompanies the ‘greatest show on earth’.  
 
World records will not be the only things broken at this year’s Olympic 
and Paralympic games. Promises for a lasting legacy - affordable housing, 
decent jobs, increased sports participation, and the rest - are being broken, 
too. The greatest sporting show on earth has been dragged down by crass 
commercialisation, and become a test-bed for increased state repression.  
 
It all began with a lie: that the London Games would cost £2.4 billion. 
That figure was never credible. Inexplicably, it did not include VAT or 
security expenditure. W  
 
ith these costs added, the bill would have totalled £3.9 billion - 20% VAT 
on £2.4 billion equals £480,000, plus the wildly out-of-control spending 
on security, around £1 billion.  
 
So far, however, the elastic Olympics budget has been stretched to £9.3 
billion. It all adds up to a massive swindle, a rip-off for working-class and 
middle-class people who stump up the most in direct and indirect taxes.  
 
The government (via taxpayers) is paying £6.2 billion of that, the rest 
coming from the lottery (an indirect tax on the poorest). Despite 
assurances that the private sector would part-fund the major construction 
projects, the House of Commons Public Accounts Committee, reckon that 
less than 2% of the Olympics budget has come from private funding.  
 
The London Organising Committee for the Olympic Games (Locog), the 



body in charge of ’delivering’ the Games, has raised another £2.1 billion 
to stage the show. Two-thirds of this has come from sponsorship by big 
business.  
 
Locog gets a contribution from the International Olympic Committee 
(IOC). The rest is from ticket and merchandising sales - again, mainly out 
of our pockets. Locog is headed by Lord Sebastian Coe, a 
gold-medal-winning athlete, former Tory MP, a ’world ambassador’ for 
Nike sportswear, and multi-millionaire.  
 
Sponsors  
The IOC’s main sponsors each pay over £60 million on ten-year contracts. 
This is capitalism, so in return for that money the corporations wield 
colossal power. In other words, at this fiercely competitive event, the 
organisers go to extraordinary lengths to protect the sponsoring companies 
from competition. It is unlawful for non-sponsors to use the word 
’Olympics’, the five-rings symbol or the Games’ mottoes.  
 
To protect broadcasters’ rights, spectators are not allowed to upload 
images of events onto YouTube, or post pictures from inside the Olympic 
village on social media. Twitter will block non-sponsors buying promoted 
ads with hashtags such as #London2012. Athletes are banned from 
uploading video or audio recordings.  
 
It remains to be seen how strictly the laws are applied to individuals, but 
the impression given so far is that the authorities really do mean business.  
 
It is impossible to get a breakdown of ticket allocation for all the events. 
Lord Coe & Co refuses to provide this information. What is clear is that 
the more prestigious the event, the more the ticket allocation favours 
officials and sponsors.  
 
The Guardian reported that, of the 80,000 seats available for the men’s 
100m final, only 29,000 (36%) have gone to the public. For the finals in 
the velodrome, 2,500 of the 6,000 seats will go to the public.  
 
Even this late in the day you may get a ticket if you have connections with 
officials from 54 of the world’s 204 countries represented at this year’s 
Games - the source of a booming black-market trade. The IOC has been 
forced to announce that it will investigate, although any report will 
probably be delayed until after the Games are over. What it shows is the 
rotten state of world athletics’ administration, run by an unaccountable, 
privileged clique at the top.  
 
’Olympic family’   
The preferential treatment for the 70,000 members of the so-called 



’Olympic family’ - officials, athletes, media, assorted hangers-on - does 
not stop there. It is one thing to ensure that the athletes are well taken care 
off.  
 
They, at least, play a worthwhile role at the Games. It is quite another to 
roll out the red carpet to thousands of cosseted, bloated bureaucrats and 
political leaders, some from the world’s most oppressive regimes.  
 
They will be given exclusive border control lanes to speed their way 
through customs. They will be rushed to the sporting venues and 
hospitality suites along special road lanes, whizzing past the ’little people’ 
struggling through London’s traffic. Transport officials have warned of 
100 days of travel disruption for the capital’s residents.  
 
An extra 585 civil service workers are to be drafted in, while summer 
leave has been cancelled for existing staff. Yet 880 jobs have been cut 
from the UK Border Force since 2010 by the Con-Dem coalition 
government. As soon as the Games are over, the axe will fall again, with a 
further 1,550 workers due to be sacked in 2014/15, culling staff numbers 
down by 18% to a total of 6,440.  
 
Of all the legacy commitments, you might think that the aim to increase 
participation in sports would be straightforward. Half the job will be done 
by the incredible performances on track and field.  
 
But the government has abandoned its target of getting one million more 
people playing sport by 2013.  
 
The numbers swimming regularly in 2010-11 actually fell by 435,000 
compared with 2007-08, with those playing tennis, football and rugby also 
falling. Among those aged 16 to 19, overall sports participation fell by 
more than 100,000 to 825,900.  
 
The Con-Dems have taken the baton from New Labour, whose policy of 
selling off school playing fields ensures that young people get off to a 
very bad start. Since 2004, the budget for school sports has been slashed 
from £216 million to £35 million, with 3,400 sports coaches and 
coordinators sacked, and grants for 1,300 proposed playgrounds scrapped. 
 
The Con-Dems have put the boot into people with disabilities, in spite of 
another legacy promise to widen their access to sport. At present, 18% of 
disabled adults undertake physical activity for more than 30 minutes a 
week, compared with 38% for non-disabled adults. The government plans 
to replace disability living allowance (DLA) with personal independence 
payments from 2113.  
 



DLA is a non-means-tested benefit worth between £20 and £131.50 a 
week, paid to about 3.2 million people. It helps with the extra costs of 
transport, equipment, care and other needs. It has been crucial in enabling 
disabled athletes to participate and compete.  
 
Atos Healthcare  
To enable it to do this, Atos Healthcare, which describes itself as ’the 
UK’s leading occupational health service provider’, has been brought in to 
test 11,000 claimants a week under a £100 million-a-year contract.  
 
As a matter of course, Atos passes disabled people fit for work, driven by 
targets to get 500,000 people off benefits. It has left thousands wrongly 
denied payment. To add insult to injury, Atos Healthcare is a major 
sponsor of the Paralympics, paying £62 million over ten years.  
 
Another claim which has fallen at the first hurdle is that the Games will be 
the ’most ethical ever’. The Independent on Sunday (6 May) reported a 
survey by Playfair 2012 into sweatshops producing goods for the Games.  
 
It cites mistreatment at factories in the Philippines and China supplying 
Adidas, and factories run by Next in the notorious free-trade zones in Sri 
Lanka. None of the factories allow union membership.  
 
Dow Chemicals is a £63 million IOC sponsor and is funding a £7 million 
fabric wrap around the Olympic stadium. Dow continues to deny any 
responsibility for the 1984 toxic gas and chemical disaster in Bhopal, 
India, which killed up to 20,000 people, and injured hundreds of 
thousands. Legal action is still being pursued in the US and India by 
victims and their families.  
 
The Olympic Park has also been the focus of many protests by 
construction workers blacklisted in Britain, with effective trade union 
organisation kept off site.  
 
One legacy guaranteed by the London Olympics and Paralympics will be 
a further strengthening of the repressive powers of the state. The security 
operation behind the Games is the largest in the UK since the Second 
World War.  
 
Alongside 13,500 troops and thousands of police officers, there was to be 
48,000 private security staff. The company G4S was to train 23,700 
personnel and should have had 10,000 on duty in a contract said to be 
worth £284 million.  
 
The Games will boost the privatisation of security services, further 
undermining any accountability to local communities.  



 
Central to an understanding of the Olympic/Paralympic Games swindle is 
seeing how the bid was won and the stitch-ups that followed.  
 
Before London won the Olympic bid, the Chelsfield property company 
had plans to build a huge shopping complex in Stratford, in the east 
London borough of Newham. In 2004, it was bought out by three 
companies: Westfield, the world’s biggest shopping centre operator, 
Multiplex, which built Wembley stadium, and the Reuben Brothers, 
property/asset dealers who made a fortune in Russia in the 1990s.  
 
Public support is considered to be critical to any successful bid. So, the 
Olympic Bidding Committee (OBC), then chaired by Lord Coe, asked for 
the backing of Telco (The East London Communities Organisation - now 
known as London Citizens).  
 
With members throughout the East End, including the support of around 
80 community and religious groups, Telco had a bit of clout. It drew up an 
’ethical Olympics agreement’, including demands for affordable housing 
for local people, education, health and jobs on the London living wage. 
The agreement was signed in 2004 by Lord Coe, Ken Livingstone (then 
mayor of London), and Labour London Assembly member John Biggs, 
deputy chair of the London Development Agency.  
 
The OBC was wound up once the bid had been won - with the plans to 
regenerate Stratford a major selling point, and including benefits to the 
other ’Olympic boroughs’: Tower Hamlets, Hackney, Waltham Forest and 
Greenwich. The Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) quango was set up in 
2006 to plan and develop the facilities after the Games. It refused to meet 
Telco or recognise the agreement on the grounds that the ODA had not 
existed when the agreement was signed!  
 
Meanwhile, Westfield had bought the other companies out. It passed the 
housing rights on to the developer, Land Lease. By this time, the subprime 
mortgage crisis was looming. The Land Lease deal collapsed and 
Westfield was stalling on work on the shopping centre.  
 
As the New Labour government was preparing its £50 billion bailout and 
part-nationalisation of the banks, £5.9 billion of public money was 
pumped into the Olympic project to bail it out, too. The government 
agreed to finance the athletes’ village, taking Land Lease on to manage it. 
Westfield was given £200 million of public money to pay for roads 
leading to the shopping complex.  
 
Again, money taken from taxing working-class and middle-class people 
was handed over to some of the wealthiest property and construction 



companies in the world.  
 
When the 500-acre Olympic Park reopens after the Games, in 2013, it will 
be named the Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park. It is the first park to be built 
in London since Victorian times and the first to be called a royal park 
since then. But London’s eight royal parks were created in 1851 with the 
passing of the Crown Lands Act.  
 
This transferred parklands owned by Queen Victoria into public 
ownership. In contrast, the Olympic park and its contents will be run 
privately.  
 
The Olympic Park Legacy Company (OPLC) is the quango that oversees 
the park. Chaired by Baroness Margaret Ford, it has already sold the 
athletes’ village to a consortium led by the Qatari royal family, and plans 
to sell off the other bits of the park.  
 
Privately run   
The OPLC is to be replaced by another quango, the London Legacy 
Development Corporation (LLDC), with considerably greater powers over 
a far larger area. This means that a huge part of east London will be run 
privately, effectively out of the control of local government.  
 
The legacy promise is that up to 11,000 homes will be built in the 
Olympic park, with 35% of them supposedly ’affordable’. It is unclear 
how many of those will actually materialise.  
 
Changes brought in by the Con-Dem government in April mean that rent 
charged for so-called ’social housing’ (subsidised housing mainly 
provided by housing associations) can be increased up to 80% of market 
rent. This is a massive increase.  
 
Newham includes 13 of London’s 15 most-deprived wards. Nearly half 
the population lives below the poverty line and 70% of children live in 
low-income households. There are 32,000 households on the council’s 
waiting list. People have no choice but to rent privately.  
 
The consequence is that very little, if any, of the new housing will be 
affordable to the vast majority of the people in Newham or the other 
Olympic boroughs.  
 
The Olympic and Paralympic Games are occasions to celebrate and 
experience inspirational feats of skill, speed, strength and stamina.  
 
They are a chance to participate in a great global party as athletes and 
spectators come together, watched by millions. The capitalist system, 



however, only has eyes for short-term profit.  
 
For the multinational corporations, the Games are just an immense 
merchandising opportunity. They dictate the pace, aided and abetted by 
the rotten political establishment and corrupt officialdom. 
www.socialistworld.net 
 
 

 

What interests lie behind the Sudan-South Sudan conflict? 

 

 

 

Gavin Jackson 20 July 2012 
 
Following the declaration of independence by South Sudan – which is 
dependent on financial and military aid from American imperialism – 
tensions between Khartoum and Juba have been steadily ramped up over 
the past year and have brought death and destruction both sides of the 
border. Into the high-octane mix of mass land grabs by foreign capital, 
which in turn places an even greater strain on the land available for both 
settled farmers and nomadic herders, are thrown heavily armed militias on 
both sides of the border and a brutal struggle for control over the oil of 
Sudan amidst the wider regional struggle of American and Chinese 
capital. 
 
This more than decade long struggle is intensifying – sped up by both the 
crisis of capitalism and the objective situation the world over – with the 
possibility of Beijing being cut off almost entirely from the supply of oil 
from the Sudan. The regime in Khartoum is in crisis, the military pushing 
for an armed solution to the struggle with Juba – the impoverished masses 
of the south suffering from the economic blockade imposed by the north. 
Both North and South held large rallies in April in their respective capitals 
and pouring into this a toxic mixture of ethnic, religious and nationalist 
sentiment to whip up the population into a war fever. 
 
The tit-for-tat struggle in Sudan has stepped up from frequent raids by 
Antonov’s and Army patrols in the Nuba mountains to full blown 
incursions – the clashes have claimed many casualties, some maimed, 
others killed and many thousands have been driven from their homes over 
the past twelve months. The overwhelming majority of the population in 
both Sudan’s live by subsistence farming, long exploited by the tiny 
clique in Khartoum – and London before that – and have not benefited 
from the oil boom of the late 1990’s and early 21st century, during the 
twenty year civil war which began in 1983 they were the first to suffer and 
last to receive relief, if at all. 



 
Open warfare can only deepen this suffering of the masses in Sudan, 
throwing the two states into a brutal war whose aims are driven by the 
narrow interests of the two regimes either side of the border. This conflict 
also cannot be understood outside of the general, world situation and the 
strategic interests of the imperialist powers. Little more than a year since 
South Sudan was unilaterally torn from the north a social and political 
crisis threatens to spill over into open war between the American backed 
Juba regime and Chinese backed Khartoum in the north – as opposed to 
the hidden campaign of murder, rape and torture which has been taking 
place both sides of the newly erected frontier for many years. The struggle 
between Juba and Khartoum is in no small part a continuation by proxy of 
this imperialist struggle between the economic interests of Washington 
and Beijing, one which has continued for almost two decades, the 
Americans believing they had won through, having delivered a heavy 
blow to the French imperialists who preceded the Chinese in Sudan. 
 
At stake for Washington is denying Beijing the source of approximately 
5% of its total oil supply, as well as seizing hold of the oil fields now in 
South Sudan which are currently owned by Chinese-Malaysian oil 
monopoly Petrodar, as well the oil-fields straddling southern Darfur and 
the western regions of Kordofan – currently controlled for the most by 
China National Petroleum Company (CNPC) and Greater Nile Petroleum 
Operating Company, in which CNPC has the largest share at 40%. Having 
accused the north of stealing $815 million of oil during transit to Port 
Sudan Juba expelled the head of Petrodar’s operations in the region, Liu 
Yingcai, in February this year and stated its intentions to review all oil 
contracts signed before independence. What this means to say is that they 
intend to seize the oil fields from Petrodar and will most likely hand them 
straight over to a ’suitable bidder’ – it goes without saying that this will 
most likely be one of the American oil giants. In addition to this seizure is 
the linking of the Sudanese oil supply to a pipeline to a port under 
construction on the Kenyan coast at Lamu, which will also transport oil 
from Uganda, Ethiopia and potentially Somalia. At a time when the price 
per barrel has been hitting record highs securing every last drop is crucial 
– and the heavy stench of oil in the East African region, particularly the 
finds in Sudan, Uganda and Somalia is one that the imperialists cannot 
bring themselves to resist. Khartoum – as Beijing’s proxy – will of course 
not sit idly by as Juba effectively signs the regime’s death sentence. As 
ever, though, it will be the masses who suffer the bloody excesses of 
capitalism in its most advanced form, imperialism, which in the words of 
Lenin is “horror without end.” 
 
Independence? 
Since independence from the reactionary Bashir regime in early 2011 Juba 
and Khartoum have been engaged in a tit-for-tat game, jockeying for 



position against one another for control of the large oilfields which 
straddle the border between north and south, primarily in and between the 
South Kordofan and Nuba Mountains regions. 
 
The granting of independence did not in fact end the fighting which has 
been waged for decades in this region, if anything it has laid the basis for 
an ever more bitter struggle – the militias of the Sudan People’s 
Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A) previously engaged with the 
Sudanese military have now been split between the militias absorbed into 
the regular units of South Sudan and the SPLM/A-North. These 
militiamen operate in amongst the civilian population north of the border, 
particularly in the Nuba Mountains region, which the Sudanese military 
has bombarded from air and land without mercy. 
 
Amongst Khartoum‘s favoured weapons for its daily air raids are 15 
Sukhoi Su-25‘s purchased from Belarus in 2008, a highly effective, Soviet 
designed close air-support aircraft intended for use against NATO armour 
and infantry in Central Europe – against unarmed civilians it is a terrifying 
weapon. 
 
Alongside these air raids the Sudanese army is enforcing a scorched earth 
policy under the orders of the Governor of South Kordofan Ahmed 
Haroun (the man shown in footage acquired by Al-Jazeera ordering 
Sudanese soldiers to ‘leave no-one alive’[i]), particularly in the Nuba 
Mountains area. This as part of Khartoum’s ‘counter-insurgency’ policy – 
driving the civilian population deeper into the mountains to seek shelter in 
caves and behind boulders, separated from the fields they would normally 
work and without access to water or sanitation. The threat of starvation 
looms large. Every bomb that falls drives ever more of the Nuba peasants, 
men and women alike, into the ranks of the SPLM-N – who are in turn 
hurled at the ranks of the Sudanese armed forces. 
 
The very manner in which South Sudan was sliced away for Khartoum 
has precipitated a situation approaching crisis point in Khartoum and this 
has been expressing itself in fault lines emerging in the regime. The global 
crisis has already pressed Khartoum into carrying out austerity measures, 
this piled on top of inflation (which went up from 22.4% to 28.6% in 
April) has provoked protests in the capital – including a militant struggle 
for union recognition by students at the University in Khartoum. 
 
The primary source of revenue for the regime is now controlled by an 
entirely separate – and hostile – state; even worse the economic sanctions 
against the regime have continued and Sudan remains on Washington‘s 
list of supporters of terrorism. Although something like 98% (this is 
probably an underestimate) of South Sudan’s revenue comes from the 
350,000 barrels of oil produced daily, Salva Kiir’s government can fall 



back for a period on the financial support of American imperialism while 
this is shut down. There are limits to the extent to which this can be 
overcome, especially given the dependence of South Sudan on capital, 
goods and services from the north – though the imperialists are happy to 
run up colossal debts in ‘normal’ periods if they can make an equally 
colossal profit, then find someone else to force that debt onto. 
 
This said, however, the South Sudanese state is highly unstable and does 
not exercise any genuine control over vast tracts of the country, perhaps 
even not beyond the limits of Juba – especially given the tendency for 
units of the South Sudanese military to mount operations without any 
reference to Juba or any other part of the command and control structure. 
Exercising such control is rendered next to impossible by the lack of 
infrastructure – there is little more than 60 kilometres of paved road in a 
region almost the size of France (the principality of Monaco has more 
paved road than the entirety of South Sudan, the Falklands Islands twice 
as much). As if this were not enough the armed forces of the South are 
abnormally large and the state budget is not the largest even on this 
impoverished continent, not by far – and where soldiers go unpaid heavily 
armed riots often follow, and South Sudan would be no exception. 
 
Like Afghanistan of a decade ago South Sudan is little more than an 
empty space carved out in between bordering nations, the area dominated 
by a patchwork of rival militias recruited from the different ethnic and 
tribal groups fighting each other for control of valuable tracts of land 
under which sits Oil, Zinc and Uranium as well as highly fertile farmland 
– particularly in the White Nile Valley which currently supports in the 
region of 10-20 million head of cattle. 
 
Khartoum on the other hand draws 80% of its’ revenue from oil, which is 
extracted from the oilfields straddling the disputed border north of Bentiu 
– centred on Abyei and Heglig – and transported through Chinese built 
pipelines and refineries in the north ready for export at Port Sudan. The 
recent seizure of Heglig by the armed forces of the South, claiming to 
have pursued raiding parties from the north back across the border, means 
Khartoum’s oil output was halved again – a situation the north will not be 
able to tolerate for long, and efforts have been made to restore the Heglig 
fields to normal operations. Before this seizure about 40-45% of Sudan’s 
oil revenue was spent on arms and mercenaries to bear them – primarily in 
the period after the Comprehensive Peace Agreement which was signed in 
2005. That is to say Sudan used the period of ‘peace’ to tool up for the 
next episode of the war. 
 
Though their attempts to retake the town by force over the weekend of 
15-16 April were repulsed Heglig eventually fell – accusation and 
counter-accusation of sabotage of the oil extraction facilities were 



followed by an exchange of claims of a planned withdrawal by Juba, and a 
solid victory for Khartoum in forcing them out. The UN Security Council 
resolution – based on an agreement drawn up by the African Union – that 
was passed, despite the apparent calm of the moment, will likely go the 
way of the other 16 resolutions passed against Khartoum. In the same 
breath the Sudanese Foreign Ministry has both declared its intention to 
hold to the agreement and denounced Juba for breaking their promise, by 
keeping troops stationed in the border region in Darfur, threatening armed 
retaliation if they were not removed. As if the situation were not already 
volatile enough Uganda’s Chief of Defence Forces, General Aronda 
Nyakairima, threatened armed intervention against Khartoum after Juba 
seized Heglig in the event it attempted to invade the south. 
 
An unstable regime 
Along with the deepening economic and in turn social crisis, the military 
is partially tied up in counter-insurgency campaigns in the Darfur and the 
East. Now the tearing off of South Sudan along with control of the 
oilfields has presented a situation which is potentially fatal to the Bashir 
regime. The regime in Khartoum is an already unstable amalgamation of 
sections of the Arabic Muslim elite – some clergy but primarily business 
and military interests organised largely in and around the National 
Congress Party (NCP), which is reliant on the state on the one hand and 
the weakness of the leadership of the Sudanese working class and 
peasantry, which as well as having been beaten, tortured, murdered and 
subject to brutal amputations is still hamstrung by the current leadership 
of the Sudanese Communist Party. 
 
This can only last so long, however. The deeply impoverished masses of 
the north are being squeezed even further as inflation gallops ahead, the 
government running up a deficit which it will have to address through 
either war for the oil fields abroad or austerity at home. Such a situation is 
a recipe for brutal class struggle – Ben Ali, Mubarak and Ali Abdullah 
Saleh will each testify to the effect of such a struggle on their own 
regimes, a lesson surely not lost on the Bashir clique. 
 
Washington and London, advancing empirically, appear to have 
calculated that they can force the regime to capitulate without a struggle 
with Khartoum tied up in the west and east, preventing it from bringing its 
full force to bear against Juba, then effectively cutting the throat of 
Khartoum after years of sanctions. It is entirely possible, however, that 
these efforts to cripple Khartoum will turn (and perhaps have turned) into 
their opposite, provoking an energetic and extremely brutal military 
response pushed by the hardliners within the regime to resolve a 
contradiction which has given them no other route out. 
 
There is another section within the imperialist ranks, however, which may 



well have based its calculations on precisely this response by the Bashir 
regime and aim to use it as a pretext to tear down the crippled Bashir 
clique using SPLA troops. Given the support of China and Russia for 
Khartoum and their position on the UN Security Council it may be more 
likely that in such an event African Union troops – from Ethiopia, Uganda 
and possibly Kenya – are sent in to prop up an interim regime than under a 
UN mandate. Either way US imperialism will have achieved its dual goal 
of control over Sudan’s oil reserves and of dealing a blow at the Chinese – 
completing a struggle the Marxists explained almost a decade ago 
(Imperialist rivalry behind the Darfur crisis, by Greg Oxley and Layla Al 
Koureychi, October 3, 2004). That many thousands of Sudanese and other 
Africans will be butchered in this struggle is not something that has ever 
restrained the imperialist powers, nor will it do so in the future. 
 
Representing the hardliners of the Khartoum regime, Minister of Defence 
Abdel Rahim Muhammed Hussein is taking an openly militarist line in 
addressing the crisis presented by the secession. To this end huge numbers 
of troops, both Arab Sudanese and mercenaries from central and western 
Africa, have been poured into the South Kordofan and Blue Nile region in 
the years since the 2008 Comprehensive Peace Agreement. Along with 
this the campaigns of terror in the Darfur region have been periodically 
restarted and intensified, particularly in recent months. In lockstep with 
this, Sudan’s spending on arms has boomed. 
 
The UN and its endless resolutions are not simply dismissed by the 
regime; UN staff are murdered in broad daylight. The Sudanese military 
has shelled, intimidated, assaulted, kidnapped, tortured and summarily 
executed members of the UN Mission in Sudan. In contradiction to the 
peace agreements and regardless of any UN troops stationed at the border 
the Sudanese military seized Abyei in May 2011 – Abyei being a town 
which occupies a central strategic position amongst the oilfields of Unity 
State, one that is an important jumping of point for further incursions 
deeper into Unity State. 
 
Initially Abyei was to have a referendum on secession to Juba in 2011, 
however, Khartoum objected to the manner in which the referendum was 
being held, arguing that a nomadic tribe, the Misseriya, were being denied 
their right to vote in the referendum and it could not go ahead. Crocodile 
tears from Khartoum should fool nobody. The Misseriya are a branch of 
the Baggara Arabs who formed the backbone of the Mahdist revolt in the 
1880’s and is today aligned to Khartoum – it is from the ranks of the 
Baggara that the Janjaweed are drawn. The Misseriya normally are cattle 
herders, their path of migration crosses through Abyei though they have 
never settled in the region, certainly not in the last 300 years – prior to the 
civil war in the 1980’s they shared grazing and farmland with the Dinka 
Ngok chiefdoms for centuries largely without serious incident – primarily 



because the land was largely held as communal property. As a whole the 
Baggara inhabit a region which crosses the borders of three different 
countries – encompassing central and south Sudan, through Chad and 
reaching the eastern and northern most corners of Nigeria and Cameroon. 
That this has been done largely peacefully in the past demonstrates the 
fallacious nature of the claims over this land which originate not with the 
Misseriya, but with Khartoum. 
 
The Misseriya were armed by Khartoum in the 1980’s during the civil war 
as a proxy militia and encouraged to carry out raids against the Dinka and 
Nuer for cattle and slaves, especially children – all combustible material 
which some elements in the South will gladly use to encourage a 
pogromist campaign if and when it serves their interests. That such a 
move will more than likely be met with a pogromist agitation in the north, 
directed against the 500,000 South Sudanese who still live there, is 
unlikely to hold back these deeply reactionary elements in the south. 
 
Along with the drawing up the border between north and south, the 
control of Abyei was to be decided by a European court of arbitration. 
Like all things in politics, however, such a negotiation is not concluded by 
well reasoned arguments in a courtroom but by the continuation of politics 
by other means – war, that is the use of violence, of force – through a now 
open, now hidden test of strength. The European court, unable to truly 
account for the actual balance of forces between South and North decided 
to resolve the ownership of Abyei – control of which gives control of the 
oil fields – by giving control to a joint administration of the north and 
south, which is to say it could not resolve the question at all. 
 
A month later President Bashir’s close ally and reputed hardliner, Nafie 
Ali Nafie, signed an agreement with the SPLM-N on June 28th 2011 in 
Addis Ababa to settle the disputed Blue Nile and South Kordofan regions 
– an agreement which provoked outrage in the military. From the pages of 
al-Guwat al-Musalaha, the official newspaper of the Sudan Armed Forces, 
the editor Brigadier-General Mohamed Ajeeb Mohamed thundered against 
the agreement made by Ali Nafie describing it as a “betrayal of the nation 
and the faith” continuing by blasting the NCP as follows: 
 
“We do not understand a lot of what you say, and among us we perceive 
you as weak. And was it not for a remaining hope we would stone you 
since dear to us you are not”[ii] 
 
President Bashir was quick to pick up on the not so hidden body language 
of the military men – in an address to a Khartoum mosque on 1st July 
[2011], without referring to the deal signed by Nafie Ali Nafie, he told 
those attending that he had ordered the military to continue its operations 
in South Kordofan until the SPLA-N forces had been crushed and their 



leader Abdel Aziz el-Hilu had been captured. 
 
While Khartoum has been combating Juba backed militias in the north, 
Juba has been tackling those backed by Khartoum in the South – including 
Peter Gadet, the now jailed Gabriel Tang and the self named ‘Lieutenant 
General’ George Athor. Before being killed in December Athor was able 
to mobilise up to a battalion of 750 men from the unemployed and lumpen 
elements of the Lou-Nuer and Gaweir-Nuer areas, carrying out attacks in 
Jonglei State. In one incident in the first week of February 2011, 20,000 
people were driven out of their homes by Athor’s men and hundreds 
killed, either murdered by the Athor militia or drowned attempting to 
cross the river out of Jonglei state. More than once the South Sudanese 
military has captured or killed members of these militias and found brand 
new Chinese built rifles and side arms, something that could only have 
been obtained via Khartoum. As always, regardless of which side of the 
new artificial border erected last year, it is the mass of peasants from the 
Dinka, Nuer and other ethnic groups who suffer at the hands of these 
bastard offspring of capitalism. 
 
As if the Khartoum militias were not enough, most of the Juba aligned 
groups have taken to squabbling amongst each other for the spoils 
following secession – the best land to sell to foreign agri-business, mining 
and drilling concessions, as well as training contracts with foreign 
mercenaries and weapons deals with the Israeli arms industry amongst 
others. 
 
Despite the chronic poverty of the South Sudanese, who are almost 
entirely illiterate and live on subsistence agriculture or as nomadic cattle 
herders, some reports give that Juba has already obtained highly 
sophisticated anti-aircraft systems and armour. These weapons have been 
used by the militias and regular SPLA both against the air and ground 
raids carried out by Khartoum but also, as can be expected, against each 
other. 
 
The major driving force behind this is the competition for deals with the 
foreign capitalists who have circled South Sudan for months before actual 
independence – swallowing up colossal tracts of land for farming or 
mining, particularly in the highly fertile Jonglei region between the White 
and Blue Nile. These vultures have only the profit they can squeeze out of 
mining concessions or from massive farms employing peasants driven off 
their land on starvation wages – in return the militia leaders are made into 
very rich men. 
 
Most striking of all, perhaps, is the sheer scale on which the land grabs are 
taking place; Rolling Stones[iii] carried a report on the activity of former 
AIG trader Philip Heilberg who, working with Paulino Matip, has snapped 



up colossal tracts of farmland – his first acquisition being a tract in Unity 
state the size of Delaware and has further plans for even larger land 
acquisitions in Jonglei state. Doing this, however, means driving the 
nomadic and settled population off the land, something which Matip is an 
expert at. The capitalists will be indifferent as ever to the fact that their 
new ‘investments’, formerly land held and used in common, will be 
watered with the blood and tears of the people whose land they have 
stolen. 
 
National question 
If ever it was needed to be stated, South Sudan is a clear demonstration 
that the right of nations to self-determination is not an absolute principle 
standing above and outside of the class struggle in general and the 
perspective for revolution in particular, but must be considered as 
secondary to this and to the perspective for the overthrow of capitalist 
society. While as Marxists we recognise the right of a nationality to decide 
its relations with another, democratically, what has been done in Sudan 
will only further deepen the suffering of the people of the Sudan region. 
National independence on a capitalist basis, in a country which, 
furthermore, can barely be registered as possessing capitalist property 
relations, is a bloody dead-end for South Sudan – one in which the mass 
of South Sudanese, many of whom, if not the large majority, still have 
tribal and semi-tribal ties, are being used as pawns in a broader struggle 
between the worlds two foremost capitalist powers. 
 
The combination of a history of slave raids carried out by Arab merchants, 
the prolonged and complete underdevelopment in relation to the region 
around Khartoum under British rule and after, the deliberate policy carried 
out by the British of dividing northerner from southerner, combined with 
the pre-national and ethnic divisions which expressed themselves with 
even greater ferocity after the withdrawal of the British, and most 
importantly the general impoverishment of the mass of the population, has 
created conditions in which the smallest spark can lead to a terrifying 
explosion of violence between the neighbouring Dinka, Nuer, Murle and 
Arab communities. 
 
It is these precise conditions which lead to the emergence of the separatist 
Anya-nya and the SPLM/A who followed them – they in turn were 
supplied and used by the Israeli and American bourgeois in order to attack 
and undermine the Arab regimes in Sudan. These elements have proven 
themselves nothing if not reactionary. As has been demonstrated over the 
last year and a half, the strength of their love of fatherland and brotherly 
feeling can be measured in dollars and cents. The fact that these 
upstanding patriots – many of whom have become petty warlords – have 
turned not simply on each other but have slaughtered, raped and pillaged 
the local population in South Sudan is well known to those supplying the 



dollars and cents. This, of course, does not get in the way of a good 
business deal, or in the way of their profits – in fact it is the precondition 
of these profits, that is to say capitalism is reliant on these barbaric 
methods in the ex-colonial countries. 
 
The Sudanese Communist Party 
Under the leadership of the ex-SPLM the absolute best that South Sudan 
can hope for is a continuation of their misery and exploitation. In the 
event of yet another episode of warfare, only after the war is over, they 
will suffer the fate which has fallen to Zimbabwe, which is ruled by a 
similar petit-bourgeois liberation movement in ZANU-PF, that is to say 
absolute poverty, with so many workers unemployed that the government 
has simply stopped counting. Just as in Zimbabwe they will be subject to 
the predatory whims and merciless hunting of profit of American, British, 
French and Chinese capital whether through the medium of the World 
Bank, IMF or more directly. Remaining within the confines of capitalism, 
which for Africa means the continuation of imperialist exploitation, the 
masses in South Sudan will continue to suffer the endless blows of this 
rotten and degenerate system of exploitation. Clearly this is not the 
answer. 
 
Whereas the Russian, Cuban and Chinese revolutions demonstrated the 
truth of Trotsky’s Permanent Revolution in the positive, the experience of 
‘liberated’ Africa provides proof in the negative. Millions have paid the 
price both in absolute misery and with their lives for the ‘two-stage’ 
theory of the Stalinists who had a mass base in Sudan, capable of 
organising demonstrations of two million people in Khartoum – it was in 
fact second in size only to the South African Communist Party, itself a 
serious force on the continent and world stage. As with Iran, Iraq and 
elsewhere the Communist Party in Sudan insisted on supporting the 
‘progressive’ bourgeois – inventing it if it couldn’t find a suitable 
candidate – who having seized power with the support of the Stalinists 
would set about butchering the Communist Party ranks. 
 
This happened not just once in Sudan, not twice, but three times. Many 
honest and self-sacrificing revolutionaries in Sudan paid with their lives 
for this criminally false theory. In 1964 a general strike toppled the regime 
of Ibrahim Abboud – rather than giving the lead to the Sudanese workers 
and peasants to liquidate the Abboud regime in its entirety… it took up 
ministerial posts in the bourgeois government which followed! Having 
allowed the Sudanese rulers to recover, the Sudanese CP were in turn 
expelled from parliament and banned the next year. 
 
If one such blow to the head were not enough to drive the lesson through 
the thick skull of these Stalinist leaders there were more to follow. In 1969 
the Sudanese CP supported Colonel Nimeiri’s coup – Nimeiri repaid the 



CP by putting the party leaders in chains. A failed coup attempt by the CP 
in 1971 lead to the execution of the leading cadres and imprisonment of 
thousands of others. 
 
However, even this did not destroy the Sudanese CP entirely – a 
significant underground movement remained and played a leading role in 
the general strike and insurrection which ended Nimeiri’s rule in 1985… 
only to hand power back again! The corpses of the CP cadres – and wider 
Sudanese labouring masses – form the foundations of Bashir’s absolutely 
reactionary Islamic fundamentalist regime. 
 
But for the criminal two-stage theory, a powerful Communist Party might 
still have existed in Sudan. While this has largely been destroyed by the 
vicious Sudanese ruling class, the workers of Sudan have revolutionary 
traditions well within living memory – this especially for Sudanese 
women, who are known across the Arabic speaking world for their 
militancy. 
 
There are those who look at the situation in Sudan and throw up their 
hands in despair – “there is no hope” they say, “the class is too small, too 
weak, the Bashir regime to strong.” These people have nothing in 
common with the Marxists. In 1917 the Russian proletariat, made up of 10 
million factory workers, railwaymen and miners amongst others lead 
behind it an almost 150 million strong peasantry to crush the regime of the 
Russian Tsar. This was followed by victory against intervention by 21 
countries, on 14 different fronts in the Russian Civil War. This is the 
heritage of the world proletariat, not the hand wringing and cowardice of 
the reformists. 
 
In Sudanese society today, including the South, the working class is 
stronger as a proportion of society than was the Russian proletariat of 
1917. Of a population of 34 million Sudan has a ‘labour force’ of 12-15 
million – 2.5 to 3 million of whom are wage labourers, that is clerks, 
factory workers, oil, mining, construction or transport workers, teachers or 
service sector employees. This makes the working class approximately 
20% of Sudanese society across north and south – compare this to the less 
than 10% in revolutionary Russia! Not only is there this greater relative 
strength of the working class, but Sudan borders the most important nation 
in the Arab world, one with a powerful working class and a proud 
revolutionary heritage which has burst onto the stage of history again – 
Egypt. 
 
In May the recruiting sergeants of both north and south were touring the 
deeply impoverished villages, asking for contributions and volunteers to 
the war effort. The peasantry of the south have little to offer other than the 
odd bundle of tobacco, some grain or perhaps even a $2 dollar bill – the 



life savings of a small family for many. In the north a levy has been taken 
from the wages of civil servants to pay for the war preparations. On both 
sides of the border thousands have volunteered to receive a few weeks 
basic training before being hurled into the carnage. Whether a ‘small’ war 
or a slow grinding descent into an even deeper misery, the masses will pay 
the price for this conflict – though a war may temporarily cut across this, 
the Sudanese workers and peasants will not tolerate such misery forever. 
www.marxist.com 
 
 

 

Fukushima: A Disaster of Capital 

 

 

 

A Disaster Manufactured in the Imperial Boardrooms of Capital 
Chris Williams 19 July 2012 
 
They may not live in castles anymore, but the glass-plated skyscrapers 
that tower over the great cities of the world, in faceless anonymity, still 
signify the imperious domain of the ruling elite. It is from these places, 
not the featureless depths of the earth’s roiling crust, which were the 
decisive cause of the triple nuclear meltdowns at the Fukushima-Daiichi 
plant on 11th March 2011. 
 
An independent report by the Fukushima Nuclear Accident Independent 
Investigation Commission (NAIIC), the first independent investigation 
committee authorized by the Japanese Diet (parliament) in its 66 year 
history, was released to both houses of the Diet on July 5. The chairman 
of the report begins with zero equivocation as to the ultimate cause of the 
nuclear meltdowns, which are still preventing tens of thousands of people 
from returning to their homes; returns that for many, are likely never to 
come: 
 
“The earthquake and tsunami of March 11, 2011 were natural disasters of 
a magnitude that shocked the entire world. Although triggered by these 
cataclysmic events, the subsequent accident at the Fukushima Daiichi 
Nuclear Power Plant cannot be regarded as a natural disaster. It was a 
profoundly manmade disaster – that could and should have been foreseen 
and prevented. And its effects could have been mitigated by a more 
effective human response.” 
 
How could such a “profoundly manmade disaster” have come to pass? A 
multitude of errors, “willful negligence”, and a “reluctance to question 
authority” led to nuclear power becoming “an unstoppable force, immune 
to scrutiny by civil society. Its regulation was entrusted to the same 



government bureaucracy responsible for its promotion.” It sounds all too 
eerily familiar to anyone who has spent time investigating the US nuclear 
regulatory body, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the collusion 
between the NRC and US nuclear corporations. 
 
In a line that must indubitably stoke the anger and sorrow of all those 
made homeless, all those who have lost their livelihoods and all those tens 
of thousands more who now are left to agonize over radioactive 
contamination for themselves and their children for decades to come, the 
report states, “The direct causes of the accident were all foreseeable prior 
to March 11, 2011.” 
 
In other words, contrary to all the talk about “an unforeseeable event” 
from governments around the world and nuclear apologists of the left and 
right, the nuclear meltdowns, with all their untold and long-term 
consequences for the physical and mental health of the people of the 
region, were entirely preventable if the corporation which operated the 
plants, TEPCO, or the government bodies charged with regulating the 
nuclear industry, NISA and METI, had taken the appropriate safety 
precautions: 
 
“The operator (TEPCO), the regulatory bodies (NISA and NSC) and the 
government body promoting the nuclear power industry (METI), all failed 
to correctly develop the most basic safety requirements—such as 
assessing the probability of damage, preparing for containing collateral 
damage from such a disaster, and developing evacuation plans for the 
public in the case of a serious radiation release.” 
 
The report notes that these organizations had known of the inability of the 
reactors to withstand such an earthquake and tsunami since 2006. It 
recommends across the board, substantive reforms to all aspects of nuclear 
regulation, the operation of the plants, the legal framework within which 
they operate and the emergency response, evacuation and disaster 
preparedness plans, all of which were found wanting. 
 
It warns that these must not be cosmetic name changes or simply shifts of 
personnel but a root and branch reordering of priorities and fundamental 
reforms as government regulators and the corporation as organizations all 
failed to protect the public, as is their legal duty: 
 
“There were many opportunities for NISA, NSC and TEPCO to take 
measures that would have prevented the accident, but they did not do so. 
They either intentionally postponed putting safety measures in place, or 
made decisions based on their organization’s self interest— not in the 
interest of public safety.” 
 



In an echo of the BP Gulf oil spill of 2010, where it was found that BP 
had no viable emergency response plan, “TEPCO’s manual for emergency 
response to a severe accident was completely ineffective, and the 
measures it specified did not function.” In yet another similarity with the 
BP disaster, where US government regulators were found to be having sex 
and drug parties with BP officials, the report speaks of “a cozy 
relationship between the operators, the regulators and academic scholars 
that can only be described as totally inappropriate.” 
 
However, fundamental reform to the nuclear industry, and TEPCO in 
particular, is looking less likely without a further outpouring of national 
protest the like of which Japan has not seen in decades. This is because 
TEPCO is a giant corporation with a stranglehold on electricity production 
and much else through various related companies which allow the 
company, 
 
“Thanks to a virtual monopoly and a murky electricity pricing system, it 
has become one of the biggest sources of loosely regulated cash for 
politicians, bureaucrats and businessmen, who have repaid Tepco with 
unquestioning support and with the type of lax oversight that contributed 
to the nuclear crisis.” 
 
TEPCO had net income (i.e. profits) of $1.7 billion in 2009 through its 
corporate affiliates and ownership of 192 electricity plants that produce up 
to one third of the electricity in Japan. Overall, Japanese people pay twice 
as much for electricity as do those in the US. TEPCO is, therefore, in the 
current neoliberal jargon justifying yet more daylight robbery through 
ongoing bank bailouts, apparently another corporation “too big to fail.” 
 
Amazingly, TEPCO is pushing to restart some of its own reactors despite 
the widely held belief, now well documented in the government’s 
independent report, that the corporation was largely to blame. Meanwhile, 
TEPCO, in its own report on the accident exonerated itself, citing instead 
the size of the tsunami and government blunders as the causes of the 
meltdowns. 
 
Conversely, not to mention much more believably, the authors of the 
NAIIC report conclude that the accident was manmade: 
 
“The TEPCO Fukushima Nuclear Power Plant accident was the result of 
collusion between the government, the regulators and TEPCO, and the 
lack of governance by said parties. They effectively betrayed the nation’s 
right to be safe from nuclear accidents. Therefore, we conclude that the 
accident was clearly ‘manmade.’” 
 
Some people, a lot of people, should be going to jail. Betrayal of the 



people and their right to be free of radioactive contamination, particularly 
a people that has already suffered the horror of atomic weapons used 
against its civilian population, is unconscionable. What could have driven 
these decisions taken by so many people in all these different 
organizations? Led them to behave in such a criminally irresponsible 
manner? 
 
Ultimately, we get to the heart of the matter: 
“As the nuclear power business became less profitable over the years, 
TEPCO’s management began to put more emphasis on cost cutting and 
increasing Japan’s reliance on nuclear power.” 
 
Put another way, the decisions taken were dictated by the prime directive 
of capitalism: make profit at all costs, grow by any means necessary. Cut 
whatever corners you need to, bribe and cajole whoever is necessary, 
denigrate and belittle those who oppose you; there is no higher power to 
which you will answer other than the God of Profit. This is the iron law of 
capital accumulation. 
 
The consequences of those decisions, taken in the faraway, plush 
boardrooms of the nuclear corporations, and the lack of credible 
government information since the disaster, have now created the fear of 
the people, the disbanding of families, and the destruction of their 
livelihoods in Fukushima prefecture: 
“They continue to face grave concerns, including the health effects of 
radiation exposure, displacement, the dissolution of families, disruption of 
their lives and lifestyles and the contamination of vast areas of the 
environment. There is no foreseeable end to the decontamination and 
restoration activities that are essential for rebuilding communities.” 
 
 
What an utterly appalling way to make electricity. No foreseeable end to 
decontamination and restoration activities. Even without considering the 
issue of nuclear waste, the staggering cost of building and operating 
nuclear plants, or the umbilical cord that indelibly connects the nuclear 
power industry to the nuclear weapons and defense industry, can anyone 
honestly say that as a highly technological society, we have no better 
alternatives to generating electricity than operating nuclear power 
stations? 
 
The response by the people of Japan has been tremendous and inspiring. 
Tens of thousands have regularly picketed government and corporate 
offices to prevent the restart of reactors, 7.5 million people have signed a 
petition against the restarting of any of the 54 idled reactors which have 
been kept shuttered due to this massive and unprecedented outpouring of 
activism, organizing and anger. A new anti-nuclear movement is being 



born from below. 
 
As of May, the people of Japan celebrated the shut-down of the last of the 
54 Japanese reactors, even as there were no power cuts. Our power 
defeated the nuclear power! People’s joy was short-lived however. 
Despite the “setback” of the Fukushima nuclear disaster – which should 
now surely be described at the very least as a disaster-waiting-to-happen, 
nuclear corporations are not throwing in the towel and admitting that 
nuclear power has got to go. 
 
Through a carefully orchestrated media campaign of fear-mongering 
based on the threat of power cuts and government announcements about 
the dangers a lack of electricity pose to Japan’s fragile economy, they 
have managed to successfully argue for the restart of reactors in the 
western industrial region around Osaka. In a rare televised appeal to the 
Japanese public, the new Prime Minister, Yoshihiko Noda, who is entirely 
pro-nuclear, made the case for the necessary restarts. 
 
However, in another new piece of evidence that should halt all talk all 
restarts, the NAIIC report notes that it cannot say whether the earthquake 
itself – not the tsunami – was partly responsible for the reactor meltdowns. 
This finding invalidates the “stress tests” that the nuclear plants have 
undergone to prove that they are safe to operate because those tests were 
based on the assumption that it was only the tsunami, not the earthquake, 
which caused the structural problems and loss of power at the plant. 
 
Meanwhile, a separate government panel of experts has declared that, 
based on what happened with the tsunami from the March 11th 
earthquake, 34m, or 112 feet high tsunamis are possible along the Pacific 
coast. Every single one of the 54 Japanese nuclear reactors is situated 
along the coast! 
 
The tsunami that overwhelmed the Fukushima-Daiichi plant, and swept 
away entire villages in the area, causing 19,000 deaths, was 14m (45 feet) 
high, less than half what is predicted as now possible. A 2003 report had 
put the maximum that had to be planned for at 20m (60 feet) but clearly a 
14m wave can overwhelm coastal defenses and inundate nuclear plants 
such as at Fukushima-Daiichi, which had only anticipated and prepared 
for a 6m (20 foot) high wave – especially if they have already been 
compromised by the preceding earthquake. The only rational answer is to 
permanently shut down all the reactors, break apart and dismantle the 
nuclear corporations as threats to public health, take further measures to 
conserve electricity and speed up the program of building the 
infrastructure necessary for a clean energy economy. 
 
However, there are a few broader conclusions to draw from this report and 



the litany of similar cases of accidents such as the BP spill where the 
corporate drive for profit is like an unstoppable tsunami rationalizing all 
manner of health and safety evasions and cutbacks. 
Firstly, this is not about a few bad apples or irresponsible, corrupt people. 
This is about how capitalism operates. How else does one explain the need 
for every single area of capital accumulation – from the nuclear industry, 
to oil and gas, to pharmaceuticals to food production – to have 
independent regulators preventing the corporations from doing what they 
are primed to do: make profit at all costs? If the regulators are in the 
pockets of the corporations that bestride the planet as unaccountable 
behemoths with their colossal economies, often larger than most 
individual states, all hell breaks loose. 
 
Second, whatever those deluded environmentalists who are pro-nuclear 
think, there is no scenario in which a sane person can be pro-nuclear when 
the nuke plants are operating within a social system that has no ethical, 
social, ecological or moral concerns and drives the individuals who run 
the system into immoral actions. The only thing crazier than boiling water 
by splitting atoms is boiling water by splitting atoms in a social system 
driven by profit. 
 
Five years ago the great leftist social and ecological thinker and activist 
Barry Commoner was asked in a New York Times interview whether the 
environmentalists who have now turned to nuclear power as an answer to 
global warming had a point. To which he answered: 
“No. This is a good example of shortsighted environmentalism. It 
superficially makes sense to say, ‘Here’s a way of producing energy 
without carbon dioxide.’ But every activity that increases the amount of 
radioactivity to which we are exposed is idiotic. There has to be a 
life-and-death reason to do it. I mean, we haven’t solved the problem of 
waste yet. We still have used fuel sitting all over the place. I think the fact 
that some people who have established a reputation as environmentalists 
have adopted this is appalling.” 
 
Third, within capitalism, there are certain essential economic activities 
which need to be thought of as they were before the acceleration of 
capitalist orthodoxy of deregulation and privatization that occurred with 
the birth of neoliberalism 30 years ago. Before the drive for privatization 
that necessitated the evisceration of the organized power of the working 
class, as the balance of class forces were forcibly tilted toward the 
corporations and away from us. 
 
Activities where we are not seen as customers for a commodity that we 
buy from a for-profit corporation, but rather as citizens, with a right to a 
service from the government that we elect to represent our interests. 
 



Examples of such essential services are the provision of education, access 
to water, healthcare, a pension, public transportation – the most basic 
attributes for a productive and healthy life and a functioning society. But 
this idea must also extend to the provision of electricity. Not just because 
it is fundamental to the way we live, but, just as importantly, for 
ecological reasons. 
 
We need to conserve electricity and energy use in general and set up 
systems to ensure that there is a nationally organized program to do so. 
However, that will never happen with electricity production when the 
utilities are privately owned. Private electric utilities make more money 
the more electricity they sell us. So, having consumers use less would be 
counter-productive and irrational from a corporate perspective. If they’re 
regulated and offered incentives to sell us less, they just charge more for 
each individual unit and pass the costs on. Furthermore, corporations are 
always going to spend as little as they can get away with on infrastructure, 
safety and maintenance, as illustrated to a horrific extent by the nuclear 
catastrophe in Japan. 
 
Electricity should be a service that is publically provided, not a 
commodity to be bought. In other words, we need to re-nationalize the 
electricity grid and see it as an opportunity to build a new energy 
infrastructure, one that is efficient and has at its heart energy conservation 
based around alternative sources of energy. Not outdated, dirty, and 
dangerous 19th and 20th century technologies such as coal, oil, gas or 
uranium but clean, renewable – and safe – wind, solar and geothermal 
sources. Energy sources that Japan and United States, have in great 
abundance. 
 
It’s crystal clear however, that without an organized mass movement from 
below that unites social and ecological issues together into a single 
movement for jobs, sustainability and justice, one that tilts the balance of 
social power back in our favor, as the Japanese people are attempting right 
now, those changes will not happen. Absent the building of such a 
movement, we will eventually be left living on an irradiated cinder of a 
planet where they sell us hazmat suits at inflated prices from the safety of 
their glittering corporate towers. 
In India, there is a titanic struggle going on between people organized 
under the banner of the People’s Movement Against Nuclear Energy 
(PMANE) and the Indian government. The Indian state is determined, 
despite Fukushima, to increase its reliance on nuclear power tenfold, so 
that it represents 25% of electricity production. This in a country where 
almost half the population, 400 million people, lack access to electricity 
and decades old Indian wind turbines produce twice as much electricity as 
current Indian nuclear plants that have already received billions of dollars 
in funding. If these wind turbines alone were upgraded, let along building 



more modern ones or taking advantage of the plentiful solar energy that 
India basks in, they could supply a much larger segment of electricity and 
obviate the need for the nuclear plants. 
 
Due to the growth and persistence of the Indian activists struggle, the state 
is becoming increasingly violent, dispatching thousands of troops to put 
down protests. The response byPMANE and the anti-nuclear activists to 
state violence and intimidation as they fight to protect themselves from the 
calamity of building more nuclear plants deserves to be quoted at some 
length: 
“The day after the Tamil Nadu state by-elections last March… Chief 
Minister Selvi J. Jayalalithaa suddenly reversed her earlier decision to 
support the protesters, dispatching at least 6,000 police and paramilitary 
to the region. For three days, the government prevented essential supplies 
— including tankers of water and milk — from reaching the PMANE base 
in Idinthikarai, a coastal village about two kilometers from the 
Koodankulam reactors. But nearby fishing communities sympathized with 
the protesters at Idinthikarai and sent in boats of supplies for them. In an 
unprecedented display of solidarity, traditional local women also took to 
boats to reach the village. Residents blocked roads en masse, preventing 
police from arresting the movement’s coordinators.” 
 
This is the kind of heroic solidarity actions and mass movement we need 
to build in the United States and in every part of the globe. 
But finally, if the system really is pathological in its operation, as I would 
argue it is, then the only solution is to uproot it in its entirety and replace it 
with something that we can jointly and collectively create; a social and 
economic system that places people and the planet before profit. 
 
Ultimately, a system where there is no profit, where we cooperate to 
democratically plan out what we need to produce and how we’re going to 
produce it with, to use Marx’s words, the “least possible expenditure of 
energy.” The stepping stones along the path to that fundamental 
transformation require the building of a mass social and ecological justice 
movement that fights for real reforms as outlined above, beginning with 
the abandonment of the destructive and costly insanity of nuclear power 
and the eradication of fossil fuel derived energy that is destabilizing global 
climate. But a movement that simultaneously aims for a revolutionary 
reordering of power. 
 
Power to the people, not the corporations! 
www.zcommunications.org 
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China: Economic crunch adds to regime’s woes 

 

 

 

Overcapacity and rising debt burden limits government’s policy 
options 
Vincent Kolo 18 July 2012 
 
The scandalous fall of Chongqing CCP (Communist Party) kingpin Bo 
Xilai earlier this year marked a turning point in China’s recent history. 
The governmental crisis and sharp internal power struggle that Bo’s exit 
signifies has combined with an abrupt economic slowdown, heightening 
fears of a so-called ‘hard landing’, to present a massive challenge to the 
outgoing leadership around president Hu Jintao and premier Wen Jiabao.  
 
The government has been caught off guard by the depth of the economic 
downturn, having also underestimated the severity of the global capitalist 
crisis and the unfolding drama of ‘Eurogeddon’. The biggest market for 
Chinese exports, the EU is facing a protracted recession. Eleven EU 
countries are officially in recession (negative growth). The situation is 
enormously aggravated by savage austerity policies dubbed 
“sado-monetarism” by sections of the media.  
 
Not surprisingly, the European crisis has translated into falling demand at 
Chinese factories, with the HSBC purchasing manager index (PMI) 
showing the manufacturing sector contracted for an eighth consecutive 
month in June. Whereas earlier this year many commentators anticipated a 
short downturn, with the economy picking up again by the second quarter, 
most now expect second quarter growth to fall below the first quarter’s 8.2 
percent. International forecasters are also downgrading their estimates for 
the full year. Citigroup cut its 2012 forecast for GDP growth (gross 
domestic product = the value of everything produced in an economy) to 
7.8 percent from 8.1 percent previously, while JP Morgan predicts growth 
of 7.7 percent this year. Even these figures are open to question given the 
notorious unreliability of official statistics in China (see below).  
 
Overcapacity and falling demand  
Chinese forecasters are generally more pessimistic. Shi Xiaomin, vice 
president of the China Society of Economic Reform, a government 
think-tank in Beijing, predicts GDP growth will slow to around 7 percent 



this year, down from 9.2 percent in 2011. “I cannot see a bottom in 
economic growth. The general slowdown trend may not change anytime 
soon,” he told Reuters (25 June 2012).  
 
Weaker demand in export markets is not the only problem, as China’s 
domestic market also shows signs of a sharp slowdown. “Most of the 
recent weakness has been in domestic rather than foreign demand,” noted 
London-based Capital Economics. An important factor is the scaling back 
of investment in infrastructure and other fixed assets by debt-laden local 
governments and state-owned companies. The combined debt of local 
governments soared to 10.7 trillion yuan last year from almost nothing 
prior to the 2008 global crisis (these figures probably understate the real 
situation). With property prices falling, housing construction has also 
slowed sharply.  
 
“Developers across the country have responded to the drop in prices by 
abandoning the longstanding practice of floodlighting construction sites 
and working around the clock. They have cut back to one daytime shift, 
sharply reducing the demand for construction workers,” reported the New 
York Times (24 May 2012).  
 
The downturn in the property sector, which accounted for 13 percent of 
GDP last year, has dragged down growth in more than 40 industries 
including cement, steel and heavy machinery. The sale of bulldozers fell 
50 percent in March compared to the same period a year ago. The steel 
sector, a poster child for industrial overcapacity, suffered a record 
combined loss of one billion yuan (US$160 million) in the first quarter of 
this year.  
 
At 110 million tons, China’s idle steelmaking capacity exceeds the total 
production of Japan, the world’s second largest producer. Despite this, 
new steel plants are among the 200 investment projects recently 
fast-tracked by the government as part of its ‘mini-stimulus’ package to 
counter the economic downturn. Overcapacity, as in other sectors, has led 
to a price war that has wiped out profits.  
 
“The money earned by steel mills from the steel business every year isn’t 
even as much as depositing money in the bank,” complained Zhou Jicai, 
head of the state-owned Jiyuan Iron and Steel in Henan province, referring 
to the 3.5 percent yearly interest rate on bank deposits.  
 
A similar picture emerges in the car industry, which shot past the US in 
2009 to become the world’s largest. After years of double-digit growth, 
car sales declined 1.3 percent in the January-to-April period from one year 
ago. Car dealers have slashed prices but still report record stockpiles. 
“Unsold cars are crowding dealer lots in cities from Guangzhou in the 



south to Xian in the west,” declared Su Hui, a top official at the 
state-owned China Automobile Dealers Association. “It’s like a 
contagious disease that will spread.”  
 
Yet carmakers, both Chinese and foreign brands, are aggressively 
expanding their production base, with some analysts forecasting 
overcapacity of 10 million cars by 2015.  
 
The shipbuilding industry – the world’s largest – is in the midst of a 
full-blown crisis, with the head of the government’s China State 
Shipbuilding Corporation, Tan Zuojun, saying 50 percent of domestic 
shipyards are likely to go bankrupt in the next two to three years. This is 
yet another example of an industry swimming in excess capacity, 
pumped-up by unprecedented levels of credit as part of the 2009-10 
stimulus measures (when loans to the shipbuilding industry rose by 500 
percent). This has since given way to a credit squeeze as the government 
has sought to contain an explosion of local government and corporate debt 
and wasteful investments (in already over-invested sectors).  
 
The rapid expansion of the shipbuilding industry has helped create a 
worldwide glut of low-tech vessels – the sector that China dominates – 
and this in turn has driven down shipping freight rates to less than 
one-tenth of their 2008 level. With cargo lines facing a profits squeeze, 
new orders to Chinese shipyards halved last year and have continued to 
slump this year.  
 
Even new industries are suffering from extreme overcapacity. As a result 
of the mega stimulus package of 2009-10, a credit injection worth 60 
percent of GDP over two years, China’s solar power industry has 
catapulted into a position of global dominance. Half the world’s solar 
photovoltaic cells were made in China last year, up from just one percent 
in 2001. But this has created global oversupply and a collapse in prices 
(down 48 percent last year) and company profits. Suntech Power 
Holdings, the New York-listed Chinese company that is now the world’s 
largest maker of solar panels, reported a net loss of US$1 billion last year. 
 
China’s solar panel manufacturing capacity reached 50 gigawatts in 2011, 
which is almost double worldwide demand (27 gigawatts of panel 
installations last year). This example illustrates the crazy logic of 
capitalism, where ‘demand’ is not determined by the real needs of society, 
but by the (in)ability of the capitalists to create a market and make profits. 
Who can dispute the need for a far greater expansion of solar and other 
forms of clean energy? But under capitalism, fossil fuels like oil and gas 
are more profitable, leaving governments (public funding) to shoulder the 
main responsibility for investments in alternative energy. It is precisely 
the rolling back of government programmes, especially in Europe, which 



has cut the global market for solar panels just as massive new capacity has 
become available in China. Public ownership and democratic control of 
the entire energy sector is the only way to cut through this chaos and 
develop an integrated plan towards a carbon-free economy, as part of a 
wider socialist reorganisation of the global economy.  
 
GDP figures unreliable  
Vice-Premier Li Keqiang famously stated that China’s official statistics – 
especially GDP figures – are “man-made” and therefore “unreliable”. 
When he was head of Liaoning province, Li confessed to following 
electricity consumption, rail cargo volume and bank lending statistics as a 
better guide to economic developments. In a year’s time, Li will almost 
certainly take over the running of China’s economic policy from Wen 
Jiabao. If one so senior expresses such scepticism towards government 
statistics, then we should also approach them with caution.  
 
In the current slowdown the debate over the credibility of Beijing’s 
statistics has intensified. With a once-in-a-decade leadership changeover 
underway, officials at every level of government are jostling for 
promotion and therefore have an added incentive to ‘air brush’ their 
economic results. Many commentators point to stagnant or falling 
electricity consumption and other key indicators as evidence that official 
figures hide the full gravity of the situation. In January, electricity 
consumption fell by 7.5 percent year-on-year, the first such fall on record. 
Subsequent monthly figures for electricity generation in March (0.7 
percent year-on-year growth), April (1.5 percent) and May (3.2 percent) 
suggest a sharp industrial downturn. Coal producing regions report a 
record build-up of coal inventories because power plants are burning less 
coal in the face of falling demand for electricity.  
 
Commenting on the increasing disconnect between GDP estimates and 
“the reality on the ground,” Patrick Chovanec, an associate professor at 
Tsinghua University’s School of Economics and Management in Beijing, 
warned the Chinese economy “is perhaps experiencing a contraction right 
now.” Speaking to Bloomberg News in April, Chovanec pointed to the 
slowdown in investment, especially in big infrastructure projects such as 
railways and expressways, due to government cutbacks and credit 
tightening measures introduced over a year ago.  
 
“If investment merely remains stable compared to last year, you could 
lose 5 percentage points of GDP growth, bringing it to 4.5 percent,” he 
warned. This is a scenario for a so-called hard landing – a recession with 
‘Chinese characteristics’.  
 
Credit demand slips  
The recent slowdown in bank lending also points to a more severe 



slowdown than official GDP figures suggest. The ‘Big Four’ banks 
(ICBC, China Construction Bank, Agricultural Bank of China and Bank 
of China), which account for half of all lending, reported almost no loan 
growth in April. New loans increased in May as a result of the 
government’s ‘mini-stimulus’ (see above), but the effect of this will be 
limited without a bigger government package. The twin problems of the 
‘debt bomb’ planted by the last stimulus package, and a rapidly deflating 
property bubble, have left the central government reluctant, and probably 
also deeply divided, over such a move. In June, Fitch Ratings predicted 
that total new credit could fall this year for the first time since 2008.  
 
There is a crucial difference in the situation today compared to the past 
two years, when the government imposed curbs on bank lending to rein in 
speculation (in property and raw materials), surging inflation, and rising 
local government debt (all by-products of the 2009-10 stimulus package). 
“We believe that there is a sea change in China. The constraints to growth 
have shifted from policy restrictions to demand limitation,” Credit Suisse 
analyst Tao Dong told the South China Morning Post (28 April 2012).  
 
Chinese companies – in both state and private sectors – have become 
more wary about taking on new loans. This is due to the limited scope for 
profitable investment amid falling demand and the continuing restrictions 
on property speculation. As The Wall Street Journal (16 May 2012) 
reported:  
 
“According to data from Wind, a Chinese data provider, the average 
return on invested capital for mainland-listed companies has fallen from 
11.6% in 2007, to 6.7% in 2011. With China’s one-year lending rate 
currently 6.6%, the cost of capital for some Chinese companies is higher 
than the return they can expect to generate.”  
 
Bursting in slow-motion  
The current economic downturn is not like 2008. The government has 
fewer policy options due in no small part to the blowout from the last big 
stimulus package, and especially the bursting of the property bubble. 
“This year is different from 2009. Banks won’t have the same financing 
capacity,” warned Lian Ping, chief economist at Bank of 
Communications.  
 
The bubble in land prices was a vital component of the stimulus 
programme, allowing local governments to raise huge amounts of funding 
for infrastructure projects through land sales to developers, and bank loans 
using land as collateral. Land sales accounted for up to half of local 
government income during this period. This involved highly speculative 
activity, with local governments in league with property developers 
favouring infrastructure projects that would push up land prices, 



generating higher revenue and more speculative deals.  
 
This is no longer possible. House prices fell by an average 15 percent 
across major cities in 2011, according to research firm Dragonomics. The 
volume of land sales by local governments has dropped more sharply, as 
financially stressed property developers hold back on new investment. 
This has forced local governments to cut infrastructure spending and 
mothball unfinished projects. Banks are being forced to roll over loans (as 
happened in Japan following its property collapse two decades ago) rather 
than face a potentially contagious string of defaults by local governments 
and the thousands of financial platforms they set up to tap the easy credit 
of the stimulus era. Land sales by the Shanghai city government were 80 
percent lower in the first quarter than in the same period last year. A drop 
of 30-40 percent in the volume of local government land auctions is 
reported across the country.  
 
There is a growing mood of insubordination amongst local governments 
towards Beijing’s property controls, imposed at the end of 2010 to head 
off a full-blown collapse and bring about a ‘controlled’ decline in house 
prices. Even if the government succeeds in this aim, which is by no means 
certain, falling land prices are already having a significant negative impact 
on the wider economy. “A tug of war is going on between the central 
government and local governments as the latter, particularly small cities, 
are in dire need to raise revenue,” the chairman of one property company 
told the South China Morning Post (21 February 2012).  
 
But even as Beijing recalibrates its monetary policies, to ease credit in 
order to avert a hard landing, it has so far not budged over property 
restrictions. “We must never allow property controls to suffer a setback,” 
declared Wen Jiabao in May.  
 
“Even a pig can fly!”   
Beijing may succeed in engineering a Japanese-style “burst in slow 
motion”, rather than the collapse in property prices experienced in the US 
and many parts of Western Europe. But even if the pace has been more 
gradual, with the Japanese government ordering banks to extend new 
loans to distressed ‘zombie’ companies, property prices in Japan are 
nevertheless 60 percent lower today than at their peak in the late 1980s. 
China’s economy could suffer similar effects – of a prolonged 
deflationary period – dragging down investment and corporate profits and 
worsening bad loan problems within the largely state-owned banking 
system.  
 
“China’s real estate bubble is undeniably the biggest in history,” admitted 
Yi Xianrong of the China Academy of Social Sciences. An average 
apartment in Shanghai or Beijing costs 2 million yuan (US$315,000) – 28 



times annual average household income (two income earners). This 
compares to average house prices at 7 times annual average household 
income in London and 6 times in New York.  
 
In the period since 2008, companies across the economic spectrum – 
including most of the giant state-owned enterprises (SOEs) under central 
government control – dived into the property sector. They chased the 
‘drug’ of quick and spectacular gains through property speculation, as 
their ‘core businesses’ were largely loss-making or saddled with massive 
overcapacity.  
 
Lenovo, for example, the world’s second largest maker of personal 
computers, reported that 60 percent of its profit in 2009 came from ‘asset 
investment’ (property speculation) and only 40 percent came from 
manufacturing. Challenged about this, Liu Chuanzhi, the chairman of 
Lenovo, summed up the attitude of the Chinese corporate elite: “When the 
typhoons come, even a pig can fly in the sky. Everybody is profiteering 
from this. Why can’t we?”  
 
The central government, fearing the explosive social and political effects 
of extreme house prices, but also the impact of a burst financial bubble on 
companies and banks, imposed limits on home purchases and other 
measures to combat speculation. This, however, drove the speculators into 
other sectors (smaller cities, commercial property, shadow banking and 
commodities such as metals). However, these sectors are now also 
affected by the general downturn. Speculative capital is currently flowing 
out of China into overseas markets at the rate of 100 billion yuan 
(US$15.8bn) every month. Chinese are now the second-largest foreign 
buyers of US homes.  
 
“Penny-farthing economy”  
Increased Chinese consumption, long held up as the ‘saviour’ for China 
and for world capitalism, has failed to materialise. Consumption’s share of 
GDP continues to shrink, to just 35 percent last year (compared to 46 
percent in the late 1990s), and is set to fall further. With half of all 
household wealth tied up in the housing market, the property slump has 
triggered a ‘negative wealth effect’ similar to that in developed 
economies, with middle-class households (the only segment that could 
possibly sustain a consumption boom) less inclined to spend. The low 
level – or complete absence, in the case of around 150 million migrant 
workers – of basic welfare provisions such as pensions, unemployment 
insurance, medical insurance, also acts as a powerful brake on consumer 
spending.  
 
The Economist in a recent report (26 May 2012) compared China’s 
economy to the antique ‘penny-farthing’ bicycle, because of the disparity 



between the ‘big wheel’ of mostly state-led investment on one side and 
the ‘small wheel’ of household consumption on the other. Last year, 
investment’s share of GDP swelled to a record 49 percent. Top leaders, 
not least Wen Jiabao, have often repeated that such a high level of 
investment is “unbalanced” and “unsustainable”. The investment-to-GDP 
ratio in Japan and South Korea for example peaked at just under 40 
percent during their own industrialisation drives. But the government’s 
efforts to rebalance economic growth – from investment to consumption – 
have failed, with the economy becoming even more “unbalanced”.  
 
Consumer spending is crimped by the combined effects of low wages, 
inflation, and the crippling cost of housing, education and healthcare. A 
survey by McKinsey (13 March 2012) forecasts that even in the year 
2020, consumer spending will only account for 39 percent of GDP, a very 
low ratio even compared to other developing economies. If the bursting of 
the property bubble pushes China into a period of deflation (falling 
prices), symptoms of which we see already, this will further constrain 
consumption.  
 
Splits in the CCP regime  
Wen and his government find themselves caught in a deep contradiction. 
The falling property market has become a barrier to government attempts 
to counter the slowdown through looser monetary policy (interest rate cuts 
and increased lending). New stimulus packages are likely, especially if the 
global crisis deepens, but they are unlikely to reach the scale of the 
2009-10 package and their effects will be more limited. The more difficult 
economic situation has accentuated the CCP’s internal power struggle. 
The downfall of Bo Xilai, standard-bearer of the more statist ‘left-wing’, 
has emboldened Wen and the liberal wing, which favours faster 
liberalisation especially of the financial sector, and the partial break-up of 
government monopolies.  
 
This is only one of the battles being fought out inside the ruling party. The 
Bo Xilai affair has inflicted huge collateral damage on all wings of the 
CCP, with the ruling party’s legitimacy questioned by more and more 
people. The revelations from Bo’s case about the conduct of so-called 
‘naked officials’ – CCP leaders who send their children and spouses 
abroad to conduct business – has deepened public scepticism to the entire 
government. Recent revelations that president-in-waiting Xi Jinping’s 
family control business interests worth U$376 million in China, Canada 
and Hong Kong, have poured fuel on the fire. Bloomberg News, which 
published the Xi findings in English, was immediately blocked by Chinese 
censors. Xi and Bo are both ‘princeling’ members of CCP dynastic 
families, but their families’ moneymaking activity is not exceptional. Of 
the nine members of the current Politburo Standing Committee, six have 
children who are fabulously wealthy, including both Hu Jintao and Wen 



Jiabao, who are non-princelings.  
 
Those who favour faster liberalisation argue this will check the power of 
the ‘princelings’ and limit corruption. The recent package of measures to 
liberalise the financial sector, partially legalising shadow finance, 
allowing banks greater leeway in setting interest rates, and boosting the 
role of hedge funds and derivatives traders, are promoted as steps to make 
capital allocation (investment) more efficient and market-orientated.  
 
That such policies will not help, and can actually aggravate the crisis, 
should be obvious to anyone watching the catastrophe of European 
capitalism, not to mention the crisis in the US. The Chinese economy is 
therefore entering a new period of crisis and slower growth, weighed 
down by extreme levels of overcapacity, squandered investments and 
mounting debts. The only solution is a socialist one; to break the grip of 
the corrupt princelings, bureaucrats and capitalists over the economy, and 
place economic decision-making and control in the hands of the working 
class, through its own democratic mass organisations.  
www.socialistworld.net 
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There has been much hype around the discussion on the policy document 
of the African National Congress, titled The Second Transition?: Building 
a National Democratic Society and the balance of forces in 2012. There 
has been much discussion around the title of the document rather than its 
content. 
 
The fact that since the release of these documents there has been a 
hullaballoo, followed by a chain reaction of biased analysis by all sections 
of society, has given proof to the assertion that this is an ideologically 
contested terrain, and it would be foolish for young Marxists to allow this 
debate to cool off without contributing to it and, if need be, providing an 
alternative. This article is one of the many to follow that will discuss in 
detail the content of the policy documents of the ANC and de-mystify 
concepts therein in the run up to the – by its own admission – watershed 
53rd National Conference. 
 
Balance sheet of South Africa 



As a prelude, the authors of this policy document make this assertion: 
[Section 1, Paragraph 4] “The National Planning Commission in 2010 
drew attention to the fact that despite the achievements we made in our 
first two decades of democracy, the persistence of widespread poverty and 
extreme inequality in a Middle-Income country poses a major threat to 
social cohesion and nation building. Its implicit conclusion was that a 
business-as-usual approach will result in South Africa failing to meet a 
great many of its objectives.” 
 
It is important for an organization to make a balance sheet of its 
achievements and shortfalls, so as to arrive at the necessary conclusions 
and develop appropriate policies to build up the achievements and avoid 
possible future shortfalls. 
 
There is little doiubt that there are valuable achievements that have been 
recorded by the ANC in the past 18 years, in light of a negotiated 
settlement. For the first time in 1994, a majority of citizens enjoyed the 
right to assembly, the freedom to express their own opinions, form, and or 
affiliate to any political party of their choice and enjoy universal suffrage. 
Several social concessions were also won by the majority, with over 95% 
of South Africans gaining access to clean water, 77% gaining access to 
sanitary facilities, an improvement from 55% in 1994 and 77% gaining 
access to electricity, an increase from 51% in 1994. 
 
However, it is also true to say that these social concessions have been to a 
large extent, undermined by the rising cost of living, the rising 
unemployment rate and the widening wage gap. This has caused some of 
the biggest protests, with over 1.3 million workers going on strike yearly 
and over 40% of municipalities witnessing service deliver protests. 
 
The fact is, even though many have won access to these essential utilities, 
many cannot afford them, hence almost 5 million people have been 
experiencing water cut-offs due to continuous price-hikes. 
 
With these figures at hand, it would be unreal for the authors of this 
document to believe that South Africa is a “middle-income society”. 
 
South Africa, according to the Gini coefficient, is one of the most unequal 
countries in the world. The country, officially, has a 24.5 percent 
unemployment rate and the same figure for township youth is 57%. Those 
living below the poverty line of $1.25 (about R10) a day are 26.2% of the 
population and 60 percent of children are pushed out of the schooling 
system before they reach grade 12 because of obvious economic reasons. 
 
Surely these cannot be figures of a middle-income society! 
 



The statistics released by the South African Institute of Race Relations 
show that 3.3 million of the unemployed population are young people, 
African women being the hardest affected as 63% of them are 
unemployed and unemployment among Africans stands at 57% compared 
to 47% coloureds, 23% Indians and 21% Whites. 
 
Surely these cannot be figures of a middle-income society! 
 
Despite the great wealth underneath the soil of South Africa, the country 
is placed in the top ten of the most unequal societies in the world. Almost 
half the population survives on less than 8% of national income. On the 
other side, in 2009, on average, each of the top 20 paid directors in the 
JSE-listed companies earned 1728 times the average income of a South 
African worker. 
 
Surely these cannot be figures of a middle-income society! 
 
The document further remarks [Section 1: Paragraph 13]: “There is little 
contest that the main successes of the first 15 years of the new South 
Africa was our peaceful and thoroughgoing political and democratic 
transformation.” 
 
It is true that one of the greatest victories for the South African masses 
was the introduction of democracy; however the introduction of Sunset 
clauses created a major barrier for the future. These clauses made it 
possible for the apartheid regime to accept the introduction of democracy, 
provided that the capitalist system was preserved. With the introduction of 
the Sunset clauses in the constitution, protecting ill-gotten private 
property, the old administration managed to prevent the Mass Democratic 
Movement from achieving its objectives contained in the Freedom 
Charter. 
 
The Freedom Charter being the main political program of the ANC, it 
would be a grave mistake to assert that we have concluded the political 
transformation whilst central points in the charter have not been realised. 
Chief amongst these is the battle cry for many freedom fighters and young 
martyrs; “South Africa belongs to those who live in it.” The way in which 
the Charter envisaged this being achieved was further explained: “The 
mineral wealth beneath the soil, the Banks and monopoly industry shall be 
transferred to the ownership of the people as a whole.” 
 
Considering the above figures, does South Africa belong to those who live 
in it? Or is the old ruling capitalist class still in power, with the addition of 
some token black faces in the administration boards of the companies? 
 
In justifying this, the authors say: [Section 1, Paragraph 14] “...Thus, 



while the global situation impacted on our negotiations, the decisions on 
the form, content and compromises of the negotiated settlement were 
taken by South Africans.” 
 
Here the authors are being economical with the truth, downplaying the 
fact that the collapse of apartheid came as a result of decades of mass 
struggle, and that the real forces behind it were the oppressed masses who, 
in opposition to all probability, stepped up the struggle between the late 
70s and early 90s. It was the vigorous struggles of the masses, particularly 
the leading role played by the organised working class, that won South 
Africa its bourgeois democracy, not the global situation or negotiating 
skills of the ANC leadership as some would like us to believe. 
 
Even though democracy is important to the working class, it is only 
important for as long as it is able to address the three major problems 
affecting a majority of the population, namely: inequality, unemployment 
and poverty. No matter how democratic a capitalist state is, it is unable to 
address such, as the most important decisions, those pertaining to the 
economy, are still taken by an unelected and unaccountable minority. 
 
To affirm this, the preface of the 2002 Strategy and Tactics of the ANC 
notes that: “Contemporary South Africa is often held as a model of 
effective capitalism: corporate profits are high; the banks are overflowing 
with money; returns to individual capitalists, in the form of salaries and 
share options, are exceptional; there is a massive growth of a... black 
middle class. On the side of the class divide, the workforce has grown 
demonstrably over the last decade and there is a huge reserve army of 
labour to feed industry and commerce.” 
 
This is further confirmed by the state of South Africa today which is 
characterised by unfathomable contradictions that the ANC admits above. 
It is true that a handful of black people have benefited from the 
democratic dispensation, but for the majority, the struggle continues. To a 
majority of us, the ‘first transition’ is yet to give qualitative results. 
 
By its own admission, the ANC, in the preface of the Strategy and Tactics 
(2002) correctly asserts that these challenges “...require the elimination of 
the legacy of apartheid super-exploitation and inequality, and the 
redistribution of wealth and income to benefit society as a whole” 
 
Can the current economic system ‘eliminate the legacy of apartheid 
super-exploitation and inequality’? The answer is NO! 
 
The Apartheid government being a political superstructure that was 
founded on a super-exploitative economic pedestal, its demise had to 
correlate with the demise of its foundation. Only reformist-minded people 



deny that, left untouched, the capitalist system necessarily reproduces the 
fundamental class (and associated racial, gender and other) inequalities 
that characterize all national capitalist economic systems. South Africa 
was no exception; hence the acclaimed achievements of the ‘first 
transition’ have been undermined by the inherent economic 
contradictions. 
 
Is a mixed economy an alternative? 
After two decades of following a so-called “mixed economic system” 
which has elevated a handful of black capitalists who have formed an 
alliance with the white capitalist class, by its own admission, the ANC 
government has insufficiently redistributed national wealth equally. 
 
In a move to address such, the ANC, in this document says; [Section 1, 
Paragraph 178]: “we remain committed to a mixed economy with state, 
cooperative and other forms of social ownership co-exiting with a vibrant 
private sector. How we will achieve the optimal mix in all sectors, but 
(sic) especially in mining and finance, must (sic) and will be part of our 
discussions on economic policy towards policy conference.” 
 
The above policy conviction is not clear and coherent on different levels, 
but it exposes a shocking reality: a party that is adamant on using the 
same system with the hope of getting different results. The authors of the 
document agree that the mixed economy system has to a large extent 
failed. By frequently quoting from the Diagnostic report of the National 
Planning Commission, the document says: “the economy has failed to 
create jobs at the pace necessary to reduce extremely high unemployment, 
and the education system has failed to ensure that equalised public 
spending on schooling translates to improved education for poor black 
children.” 
 
The document further contradicts itself by saying [section, Paragraph 
171]: “The spatial legacy of apartheid continues to weigh on the entire 
country. In general, the poorest people live in remote rural areas. In the 
cities, the poorest live far from places of work and economic activity. 
Although it was identified as a particular focus for attention even before 
1994, the situation has probably been aggravated since then, with many 
more people now living in poorly located settlements. This adds to the 
challenges, already discussed, of providing infrastructure in support of 
economic activity. Reversing the effects of spatial apartheid will be an 
ongoing challenge in the decades ahead.” 
 
Just a few paragraphs later, the same authors “remain committed to a 
mixed economy system” that they had accused of aggravating spatial 
apartheid. Is this not a case of ideological inconsistency? Have the 
authors selectively forgotten their prelude, which correctly asserted: 



“...Its implicit conclusion was that a business-as-usual approach will 
result in South Africa failing to meet a great many of its objectives.” 
 
To increase employment and growth, amongst other things, the authors 
propose reducing regulatory burden in areas where the private sector is 
the main investor. By regulatory burden, the authors mean labour rights 
that are currently enjoyed by the workers. In general the authors call for a 
reduction of labour rights to appease the private sector. 
 
The only way forward is permanent revolution! 
“While the democratic petty bourgeois want to bring the revolution to an 
end as quickly as possible... it is our interest and our task to make the 
revolution permanent until all the more or less propertied classes have 
been driven from their ruling positions, until the proletariat has 
conquered state power…” Karl Marx, Address to the Communist League 
(1850) 
 
In his address to the Communist League, Marx outlined the need for the 
working class to make the revolution permanent. In essence, such 
revolution consists of the working class maintaining a revolutionary and 
independent approach to politics before and after the struggle which 
brings the bourgeois democrats to power. 
 
In this instance, the South African working class under the leadership 
South African Communist Party, in the ANC-led alliance, must maintain a 
revolutionary approach, that is, to struggle for the expropriation of the 
possessing classes and winning state power. The workers must organize 
autonomously, because throughout the process of political change, the 
bourgeois will, as Marx correctly asserts, seek to entangle the workers in 
a party in which general social-democratic phrases prevail while their 
particular interests are kept hidden behind, and in which, for the sake of 
preserving the peace, the specific demands of the working class may not 
be presented. Such a unity would be to their advantage alone and to the 
complete disadvantage of the working class. The working class would lose 
all its hard won independent position and be reduced once more to a mere 
accessory of official bourgeois democracy. 
 
In order to advance further, first we need clarity. Within the limits of 
capitalism the fundamental problems of the South African masses cannot 
be addressed, as has been amply demonstrated by the experience of the 
last 18 years. Only by fully implementing the nationalization clause of the 
Freedom Charter, that is, the expropriation of the capitalist class, can the 
majority of the people start to democratically plan the country’s wealth so 
as to overcome the legacy of the past. 
 
The Communist Party leadership, instead of tail ending the pro-capitalist 



leadership of the ANC, should be organizing a fightback within the ranks 
of the movement (COSATU, ANC and other mass organizations) to return 
to its revolutionary roots and traditions. What is needed is not so much a 
“second transition”, but a genuine revolution to put an end to the rotten 
capitalist system in South Africa and the world. 
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Robin Hahnel and Taylan Tosun 16 July 2012 
 
Taylan Tosun: Why are the centers of international financial power so 
afraid of even moderate inflation? Why are almost all the central banks of 
those countries charged with the task of “inflation targeting”? Why do 
international financial interests oppose the kind of moderate inflation 
which might well accompany pro-growth, anti-austerity policies? 
 
Robin Hahnel: When inflation rates are higher than anticipated lenders 
receive a lower rate of return in real terms than they expected, while 
borrowers end up paying less in real terms than they thought they would 
have to. In general it is the wealthy who lend while the rest of us borrow. 
This is the first reason the wealthy – who are the clients the international 
financial industry serves – are more concerned than the rest of us should 
be with keeping inflation rates down. 
 
But there is a second reason. The main game for most of us is to earn a 
decent income. So for most of us we want the economy to produce up to 
its capacity so we can receive full incomes. That is why most of us have 
an interest in policies that prevent recessions in the first place and cut 
them short as quickly as possible. That is why most of us have a strong 
interest in pro-growth policies during the greatest global recession in over 
eighty years. 
However, the main game for the wealthy is preserving and expanding the 
value of their wealth – which is not the same thing as maximizing the 
amount of income generated by the economy. The wealthy can increase 
their income even when total income falls during recessions if they 
increase their share of income sufficiently. More importantly, existing 
wealth can be redistributed whether the economy is producing up to 
capacity or not. So if the conditions that allow the wealthy to appropriate a 
larger share of existing wealth are poor economic performance regarding 
production, then the wealthy – and the international financial industry that 
represents them -- will feel no urgency about improving economic 



performance. 
 
Central bank policy is an excellent example of how this conflict of 
interests works out. Targeting inflation serves the interest of the wealthy 
and is demanded by the financial industry on their behalf. Targeting 
unemployment would serve the interest of workers. In the US the Federal 
Reserve Bank has a mandate to set monetary policy so as to keep inflation 
and unemployment in check. However, the FED has made increasingly 
clear over the past four decades that it targets inflation while paying little, 
if any attention to unemployment. The European Central Bank has a 
mandate that requires it to target inflation only – which is exactly what it 
has been doing even while unemployment rates in Spain and Greece rise 
above 20%. In practice there is little difference. The difference on paper is 
a reflection of the rise of neoliberalism -- which is simply economics that 
favors the interests of the wealthy at the expense of the majority. The ECB 
mandate was written recently when neoliberalism was much stronger. 
When central banks in other countries target inflation only – and when the 
media acts as if this is the only responsible thing for central banks to do -- 
this is also a sign of the increasing power of neoliberalism globally. 
 
Taylan Tosun: Why is neoliberalism so hostile to public spending on 
infrastructure or raising the wages of public workers in order to stimulate 
demand? What kind of danger does public spending pose for the centers 
of international financial power? 
 
Robin Hahnel: Once one understands that neoliberalism means running 
capitalism exclusively in the interests of the wealthy it is easy to see why 
neoliberalism opposes public spending on anything that benefits the 
majority rather than them. The wealthy don’t want to raise the wages of 
public workers because (a) they are not public workers, (b) they will have 
to pay more taxes to pay for higher salaries for public workers, and (c) if 
public workers win higher salaries private employers – who are wealthy – 
will have to pay their employees more as well. Spending on infrastructure 
is more complicated. A great deal of public spending is corporate welfare, 
and large corporations that benefit from government contracts do not 
object to that kind of spending. The most obvious kind of public spending 
that is corporate welfare is spending on military weapons systems – which 
is seldom targeted by neoliberal budget slashers. But spending on 
infrastructure can also provide government contractors with large profits. 
It can also be a subsidy to other businesses when it creates a more 
profitable environment for them to operate in. So neoliberals are not 
always hostile to public spending on infrastructure. They oppose it when it 
is part of a program to promote employment when they prefer lose labor 
markets instead. 
 
Taylan Tosun: In the present context what chances does a radical left 



party in government have to pursue an expansionary monetary and fiscal 
policy in order to reduce unemployment and raise living standards for the 
majority? What specific mechanisms can a left government use to meet 
popular demands? Are there limits on what a left government can do? 
 
Robin Hahnel: We can make this question specific by asking what would 
have happened had SYRIZA gotten 2% more of the vote in the recent 
election on June 17 in Greece. Because, had that happened SYRIZA 
would have been able to form a true radical left coalition government 
pledged to pursue exactly the kind of policies you are asking about. 
 
First, let me say that we should all be very disappointed that SYRIZA did 
not win the election. We should all be disappointed that a radical left 
government did not come to power in Greece and implement policies to 
improve the deplorable conditions of the vast majority of Greeks. Too 
many leftists hesitate to support electoral efforts like SYRIZA. Some 
don’t want a government to try to improve conditions for the majority 
because they fantasized that if conditions deteriorate further more people 
will support more radical system change, and/or the resulting chaos will 
permit political groups lacking majority support – namely themselves -- to 
come to power. Others don’t want a government to try to improve 
conditions for the majority because they fear it will fail to do so – because 
of the “constraints” you ask about. Both reasons not to work to create the 
conditions where a SYRIZA-like government comes to power are terribly 
misguided. The left has got to learn that it cannot stand on the sidelines 
and cheer for more misery if it ever expects to earn the support of ordinary 
people. And the left has got to get over fear of failure that prevents trying 
to implement policies that would help people. 
 
So, what would SYRIZA have done? It would have repudiated the 
unpayable sovereign debt. It would have nationalized the banks and 
prevented further capital flight. It would have restored wages and pensions 
of public sector employees as well as social welfare programs. It would 
have gone after wealthy tax evaders and raised taxes on the wealthy. It 
would have eliminated the laws exempting businesses in the shipping 
industry from corporate taxes. It would NOT have left the eurozone 
voluntarily. 
How would the ECB, EC, IMF, and capital markets have responded? That 
is what you are asking when you ask about limits. As soon as the 
SYRIZA-led government cancelled the current austerity agreement and 
made clear it had no intention of paying the unpayable debt, external 
powers would have had to make a choice: Either negotiate a brand new 
deal that was much, much more favorable to Greece, and truly permitted 
Greece to grow out of its economic crisis while staying in the eurozone, or 
expel Greece from the eurozone. I believe they would have done the latter 
– very quickly. In which case the SYRIZA-led government would have 



had no choice but to go back to the drachma. The drachma might have 
dropped by more than 50% initially – providing a huge boost in demand 
for Greek exports, and a huge boost to employment in Greece. After a 
year or so when it became apparent that Greece was not going to 
disappear from the map and export earnings were robust the drachma 
would have recovered some of its value and settled for roughly a 30% 
devaluation. The SYRIZA-led government would have been forced to 
substitute public investment and employment for all the private 
international investment that would have been withdrawn. The 
SYRIZA-led government would have had to use the credit system it 
controlled to provide start up loans for hundreds of thousands of 
worker-owned enterprises to provide employment. 
 
Would wealthy Greeks have conspired with the CIA, NATO, and right 
wing officers in the Greek military to overthrow such a government? Of 
course. Would they have been successful? Not necessarily. Similar efforts 
in Venezuela did not succeed in ousting Hugo Chavez. Would 
nationalizing the banks, substituting public for private investment, and 
creating hundreds of thousands of new worker owned cooperatives to 
provide jobs have scared the more moderate, social democratic elements 
within the SYRIZA-led coalition? Of course. Would the defections have 
been sufficient to topple the government? Not necessarily, since the 
programs that provided real benefits and relief for the majority of Greeks 
would also have earned the government new supporters – just as Chavez 
programs have in Venezuela – including support from groups farther to 
the left than SYRIZA who had not taken an active part in the June 17th 
election. 
 
The keys for the SYRIZA-led government would have been willingness to 
take over the financial sector and prevent capital flight immediately, the 
willingness to tax wealthy Greeks and corporations to provide funds for 
restoring wage and pension cuts, the willingness to create public sector 
jobs and worker owned cooperatives when private sector employment 
shrank, and the willingness court favorable elements in the Greek military, 
nip coup plots in the bud, and organize massive resistance to face down 
any putsch, including arming groups to the left of the government now 
willing to fight to defend it from their mutual enemies. 
 
Taylan Tosun: How can mass anti-capitalist movements benefit from a 
pro-growth environment as opposed to an austerity environment? How 
can a pro-growth environment help anti-capitalist movements grow bigger 
and stronger?  
 
Robin Hahnel: I have answered your question in my description above of 
what might have transpired in Greece – and may still happen at some later 
date. After all, the recently elected government in Greece could not be 



more corrupt, discredited, or committed to policies that will only worsen 
the situation. But the answer to your question is that the left needs to 
support electoral efforts like SYRIZA in countries where the electoral 
system and situation make that a possibility precisely because (a) the 
policies of such a government will earn a massive following, and (b) in all 
likelihood lead to a further radicalization like the one I described. 
 
Taylan Tosun: How can we be both pro-growth -- to solve the 
unemployment crisis and raise living standards for the majority – and also 
be anti-growth – because economic growth puts more stress on the 
environment and is causing potentially disastrous climate change?  
 
Robin Hahnel: The answer lies in a Green New Deal. Here is how it can 
work. 
 
Replacing fossil fuels with renewables, transforming not only 
transportation but industry and agriculture as well to be much more energy 
efficient, and rebuilding our entire built environment to conserve energy 
will be an immense, historic undertaking. What is needed if we are to 
avoid unacceptable climate change is the greatest technological “reboot” 
in economic history. 
 
In less than a year the Great Recession precipitated by the financial crisis 
of 2008 put more than 11 million people out of work in the US alone. 
Right now, two years after the recession supposedly ended, one out of six 
American workers is still unemployed or underemployed. That is 27 
million people, and a million more young people graduating from the 
education system every year who we need to find jobs for. Unemployment 
in the European Union is now even higher than in the US, and in countries 
like Greece and Spain the unemployment rate among youth is over 50%. 
 
If we do not put hundreds of millions of people to work in Europe and 
North America over the next few decades transforming Fossil-fuel-estan 
into Renew-conserve-estan we will literally broil ourselves to death at 
some point in the century ahead. If we fail to create millions of new jobs a 
year turning Fossil-fuel-estan into Renew-conserve-estan the Great 
Recession will persist indefinitely. Two problems. One solution. A 
massive Green New Deal.  
 
Now comes the answer to your question: Notice how the “growth vs. the 
environment” trade off disappears in a Green New Deal. 
 
Whenever economic growth slows the labor movement – quite 
understandably -- clamors for stimulus to put people back to work. But 
whenever the economy grows more rapidly the environmental movement 
complains – also understandably -- that more production puts more strain 



on the environment and is unsustainable. But it depends on what we are 
producing! 
 
If we are building more McMansions for the 1% and putting more cars in 
every garage then getting jobs by increasing production does put 
unsustainable pressure on the environment. But if we create more jobs for 
laid off construction workers retrofitting buildings and houses so they will 
be more energy efficient; if we create more teaching jobs to train the new 
generation to transform and operate a decentralized electric grid that 
welcomes electricity from hundreds of millions of rooftops and substitutes 
local sources for distant central generators whenever possible; if we put 
laid off coal miners to work assembling wind turbines and installing solar 
panels on roof tops… then the new jobs are producing things we 
desperately need to save the environment, not “through-put” intensive 
consumption goods that destroy the environment. 
www.zcommunications.org 
 
 

 

Kazakhstan: Conditions for mass revolt maturing 

 

 

 

Bloody, corrupt regime carries out massive repression against 
workers 
Ben Robinson, Socialist Party (CWI England and Wales) 13 July 2012 
 
This week, 400 socialists from across Europe and all around the world are 
meeting in Belgium at the CWI Summer School. Ben Robinson’s report is 
from a well-attended commission on Kazakhstan and the struggles of the 
workers’ movement.  
 
“Today, the division [between owners and workers] has become obvious. 
The owners number no more than 100 people… [Kazakhstan’s industrial 
economy] has produced a united multi-ethnic group – a highly organised 
working class based in big corporations. From the end of 2011, [this has] 
defined political and social life.  
 
“Our economy is held up by several supports. These are the powerful raw 
material production enterprises. If it enters somebody’s head to 
completely mobilise their power, a crippling blow can be inflicted on the 
government and the state... [but] there is no direct contact between the 
working class and the political forces in Kazakhstan.  
 
“But there are potential leaders – there are the Kazakhstan socialists, 
who have been working for many years on a professional basis, and now 



their time is coming.”  
 
These are not the words of the Committee for a Workers International, but 
unbelievably of former Kazakhstan Prime Minister Akeshan 
Kashegeldeen, interviewed in the Kazakhstan paper, ‘Novaya Gazeta’.  
 
Despite massive repression, the ground is prepared for mass revolt against 
the bloody, corrupt regime of Nazarbayev. To the fore of this movement 
are the fresh young Kazakh workers who now make up the majority of the 
labour in Kazakhstan’s heavy industry.  
 
Wages had been kept at the same level by employers for several years, 
pushing workers into poverty. A wave of suicides swept through the poor, 
with many deeply in debt. Even today, according to sources that support 
the Nazarbayev regime, ten suicides in the capital are linked to debts, 
while hundreds of people apply for psychiatric help. While nurses live in 
poverty, corrupt bureaucrats purchase holiday villas in Europe. The 
regime is planning to raise the retirement age to 68, which is higher than 
the life expectancy in Kazakhstan.  
 
The government pumps out propaganda, employing former British Prime 
Minister Tony Blair to advise and to represent them. But working people 
often tell each other that they wish they lived in the country that state TV 
reports on!  
 
This has created huge dissatisfaction. The overwhelming majority of the 
population want to see Nazarbayev gone and twenty years of capitalism 
has forced a harsh understanding – either the system forces living 
conditions to the level of Somalia or workers change the system.  
 
Spectacular victories against bosses  
But the working class is on the offensive, scoring spectacular victories 
against the bosses and placing demands on the Kazakh regime.  
 
A battle against housing repossession won $4.5bn from the government. 
Workers have saved factories from closure and organised militant strike 
action. Recently, in Kazakhmys, a copper-mining company, a 100% pay 
rise was won – hundreds occupied the mine while thousands took part in 
solidarity action outside. In the same city, workers in the energy sector 
took strike action and won 80% pay rise. Significantly, alongside the 
demands for higher pay, workers are fighting for the renationalisation of 
industries.  
 
Social and industrial struggles are linking up. 
Those involved in the anti-repossession struggle travelled 1,500km to 
support the struggle against a factory closure.  



 
In these waves of struggle, Committee for a Workers’ International 
members play a key role. Through Socialist Movement Kazakhstan, and 
the new trade union Zhanartu, the CWI is able to help these struggles 
organise and bring them together against the Nazarbayev regime.  
 
This has terrified the government and led to cracks in the regime. Recent 
clashes at the Kazakh-Chinese border now appear to be part of a dispute 
between different wings of the oligarchy. It is possible that Nazarbayev 
could be removed after decades in power.  
 
Nazarbayev has responded through increased repression. The 16th 
December 2011 was a turning point for the struggle. After seven months 
of strike action, oil workers organised a rally to provide a peaceful outlet 
for the huge anger building up. At this rally, the organisers agreed a 
central demand would be to broaden and deepen the fight, calling for a 
general strike against the Nazarbayev regime. This protest, however, was 
drowned in blood by the state, and the entire region was shut down. It is 
believed that 70 died, although in an attempt to downplay the massacre the 
media and Kazakh ruling class claim only 17.  
 
Through the Socialist Movement Kazakhstan, despite the regime’s efforts, 
news of the massacre got out to the wider world. Campaign Kazakhstan 
organised immediate protests at embassies internationally, including 
Germany, Britain, Belgium and Poland. Although it is clear that the 
Kazakh state had prepared to go much further in putting down the strike, 
protests and international condemnation halted their actions.  
 
Show trials of oil workers  
Instead, the regime is dragging oil workers through the courts, organising 
a succession of ‘show trials’. To quote one defendant: “At the national 
security office, I was told to incriminate fifteen others. I refused. They 
started to beat me, I was suffocated six times, threatened with rape and 
photographs [of this crime would be] put on the internet. The commander 
put a loaded gun to my head several times and I was told I would be fed to 
the dogs.”  
 
The vicious sentences imposed were met with bottles and shoes thrown in 
the court room.  
 
Activists from the opposition party Alga were also rounded up. But many 
official Kazakh parties represent the whim of one or another oligarch. 
Their party ‘activists’ are paid to be so and without any real commitment. 
When these activists were arrested, they were turned to state witnesses 
against their own leadership. This has led to a collapse internally in the 
Alga party.  



 
The regime used the trials and massacre as a threat to all those involved in 
struggle. Vadim Kuramshin, a human rights’ activist, was arrested and is 
being dragged through a show trial. Famous theatre director, Bolat 
Atabayev, was arrested and released, after coming under huge pressure to 
support the regime’s case against the oil workers. The government is now 
attempting to effectively outlaw trade union activity, to drive workers 
struggles even further underground.  
 
But the effects of this repression are wearing off. The Kazakhmys copper 
workers’ struggle signalled a new preparedness to fight back. Despite the 
personal risk, victorious energy workers filmed and circulated a video 
explaining the role that Zhanartu played in helping their struggle.  
 
The show trials could trigger further struggle. Yet more Zhanaozen oil 
workers trials are planned soon, but these could trigger mass protest, with 
political strike action at its heart.  
 
A huge political vacuum  
A huge political vacuum exists in Kazakhstan. The official opposition 
parties, sponsored by oligarchs opposed to Nazarbayev, are in a state of 
collapse. The working class is currently the decisive political force but 
there is no mass party which unites them. Socialist Movement Kazakhstan 
is campaigning for a new mass workers’ party, and for a constituent 
assembly where the workers and oppressed of Kazakhstan can come 
together and democratically decide how the country is organised.  
 
But other forces are attempting to fill this space. Right-wing political 
Islamic groups, including those led by Nazarbayev’s relatives, are trying 
to make gains. A majority of workers and oppressed are Sunni Muslim but 
there are also significant religious minorities, including Russian Orthodox 
Christians.  
 
If the workers’ movement is not sufficiently prepared, there is a danger 
that political Islam could make gains and that wings of the oligarchy could 
attempt to channel huge anger along these lines.  
 
The CWI is determined to build a class opposition armed with genuine 
socialist ideas to solve the oncoming crisis. Internationally, working with 
others in Campaign Kazakhstan, international solidarity including 
protests, solidarity and financial support is vital. Inside Kazakhstan, the 
CWI is active and leading the fights that Zhanartu and Socialist 
Movement Kazakhstan are involved in. Time is running out for the 
Nazarbayev regime and the CWI is determined that the workers will be 
victorious.  
http://www.socialistworld.net/doc/5847 



 
 

 

Diamond Bob - “Dude, I owe you big time!”  

 

 

 

 
Rob Sewell 12 July 2012 
 
"Off with their heads!” screamed the Queen of Hearts in Alice in 
Wonderland. The mass of people agree, especially when it comes to 
bankers. And this is no joke. Across much of the world, bankers have 
acquired pariah status, responsible for triggering the crisis and then being 
bailed out with taxpayers’ money. Their standing is about on a par with 
paedophiles or rapists. 
 
In recent days, the mood in Britain has become extremely angry as a result 
of their antics. These privileged parasites have smugly made billions of 
pounds from the suffering of millions while seemingly keen to flaunt their 
wealth on mansions and yachts. Recent stories have come to light of 
traders swapping bottles of Bollinger champagne and boasting about their 
bonuses on every successful and corrupt act they make. “Dude, I owe you 
big time!” 
 
'Dude, I owe you big time! Come over one day after work and I'm opening 
a bottle of Bollinger.' This is the message sent by a Barclays banker to a 
trading pal, who had asked him to fix a key lending rate artificially low. 
 
On a BBC Radio 4 programme on Monday morning about capitalism and 
the law, the inevitable discussion turned to reckless banking and why no 
banker had been imprisoned. The defence from one banker was that the 
“rule of law” should not be determined by the “rule of the mob”, a clear 
reference to the “rabble`’ from the lower social order, who must not 
interfere in matters that do not concern them. This sums up their real 
attitude. 
 
But last week was a turning point. First we had the so-called computer 
failures at the state-owned Royal Bank of Scotland, where 16.9m of its 
account holders were prevented from withdrawing cash for more than a 
week, prompting anger from its frustrated customers. Bank bosses denied 



the failings were linked to 36,000 redundancies carried out since the start 
of the financial crisis in order to cut costs and boost its profits, but this 
will not wash. 
 
Then Barclays, HSBC, Royal Bank of Scotland and Lloyds Banking 
Group – the latter two still propped up by taxpayers’ money – were found 
to have been involved in mis-selling interest-rate swaps to small and 
medium businesses. 
 
Fined 
Now, the recent fine of £290m on Barclays, a fine that is tax deductible 
making it equivalent to 13 days’ profit for the bank (Guardian, July 3rd) - 
together with the reluctant resignation of Bob Diamond, the Chief 
Executive of Barclays Bank, over the manipulation of the Libor (London 
Interbank Offered Rate) interest rate - have costs of bank borrowing. 
created a massive backlash and public fury against this cynical 
manipulation to make fat profits. The Libor rate is the reference point for 
$360 trillion of financial products worldwide. It is set by bankers on the 
basis of what they say are the average costs of bank borrowing. 
 
While the Libor manipulation and the interest-rate swaps mis-selling are 
separate scandals, they are clearly interrelated. The swaps rates are linked 
to the Libor rate, which the banks themselves were manipulating. 
 
Such is the scale and effect of this rigging of Libor, it must surely amount 
to the biggest financial swindle in history. “There is a degree of cynicism 
and greed which is really quite shocking”, states Lord Turner, chair of the 
FSA. 
 
There has been a steady build up of this anger ever since the crash of 
2007-8. It has been built on the previous decades of skulduggery by the 
bankers and their friends, on the back of which fortunes were made. The 
bankers had been speculating with the billions at their disposal by creating 
all kinds of “financial instruments”, such as synthetic Collateralised Debt 
Obligations, Monoline Financial Guarantors, Credit Derivative Product 
Companies, Structured Investment Vehicles, Commercial Paper Conduits, 
Leverage Buyout Funds, etc, which all fitted together like the layers of a 
Russian doll, to build their financial empires. They diced up debt from 
risky deals, repackaged them, got the rating agencies to bless them with 
triple A rated titles, and the sold them on for billions. Lehman Brothers, 
Citigroup, Bear Sterns, Credit Suisse, UBS, Royal Bank of Scotland, and 
the rest, fiercely ratcheted up their derivatives operations. Sub-prime 
borrowers were targeted, in the full knowledge that the loans could never 
be paid back. Credit was offered on such as scale as to create the biggest 
credit bubble in history – until the credit crunch in 2007, which triggered 
the biggest crisis of capitalism since the 1930s. 



 
They were all at it, with the full blessing of the Central bankers. 
“Although speculative activity has increased in some areas (sic!), at a 
national level these [house] price increases largely reflect strong economic 
fundamentals”, said Ben Bernanke in 2005. In other words, everything 
was fine and dandy. They were all part of the “miracle” of creating fool’s 
gold at the expense of society. Speculation was rife and on a scale 
unprecedented in history. 
 
Scandal 
This is the background to the Libor scandal, which people knew was 
going on, but which has only now reached the public domain. It comes on 
top of the scandal of MPs expenses, the hacking scandal of the press 
empire of Murdoch, its relation with the tops of government, as well as the 
tops of the police. It reveals what Marx said that, “the executive of the 
modern state is but a committee for managing the common affairs of the 
whole bourgeoisie.” The whole conspiracy stinks to high heaven, as this 
privileged elite stuff their pockets with untold amounts of cash, while 
millions of ordinary people in Britain are experiencing unemployment, the 
fear of losing their job, wage cuts, falling living standards, as well as 
being forced to working longer and retire on less. 13 million households 
are today living below the poverty line. 
 
That is why there is growing revulsion against this growing class divide, 
where the rich are becoming super-rich at the expense of the rest. 
 
The Establishment are attempting to cut across this anger by themselves 
criticising the “excesses” the bankers. The multi-millionaire George 
Osborne said there was a culture of “systematic greed” in the City. Even 
Cameron has also had to criticise his banking friends due to the pressures 
of public revolt. He is to set up a parliamentary enquiry [composed of 
those involved in MPs corruption] to investigate the wrong doing of 
banks. It is like a brothel keeper investigating prostitution. No amount of 
hand wringing or the acts of contrition from the bosses of Barclays will 
remove this stench. 
 
“The Barclays affair may lack the spice of some recent banking scandals, 
involving as it does the dry ‘crime’ of misreporting interest rates”, 
explains the editorial in the ‘Financial Times’. “But few have shone such 
an unsparing light on the rotten heart of the financial system.” 
 
It continues: “This was market-rigging on a grand scale. It is hard to think 
of anything more damning – or more corrosive of the reputation of 
capitalism.” (FT, 29/6/12) 
 
Danger 



This is the real danger for them. The firestorm will continue to rage, 
producing a massive backlash against the bankers – dubbed “banksters” 
by the ‘Economist’ on its front page – and, by implication, the capitalist 
system. Despite the attempt to distance themselves, scandals are inherent 
within capitalism. The greed and power struggle (“competition”) of the 
capitalist elites inevitably lead to cheating, corruption, law-breaking and 
robbery on a grand scale. This is the nature of capitalism and the market 
economy, despite the protests from their apologists. The driving force of 
capitalism is the maximisation of profit by whatever means available. Bob 
Diamond said that “some people acted in a manner not consistent with our 
culture and values.” But their whole ethos (“culture” and “values”) is 
money making! That is why some financiers turned the likes of "Diamond 
Bob" into a super star as he made so much money. 
 
There are many twists and unanswered questions in this scandal. Diamond 
originally suggested the Bank of England encouraged or at least turned a 
blind eye towards the manipulation of the Libor rate. The scandal has still 
some time to run, and will be followed by more. “The Libor scandal is 
still spreading and could yet become the banking version of the Milly 
Dowler and Stephen Lawrence scandals for Fleet Street and the 
Metropolitan Police”, stated the FT (5/7/12). 
 
Scandals are not confined to Britain – far from it – and have emerged in 
Europe, Japan and America. In fact they are a character of the entire 
capitalist world. Barclays will not be the last bank to be collared. 
Investigations involving regulators on three continents, looking into the 
behaviour of 20 banks involved in rate-setting, are taking place at this 
moment. HSBC, the Royal Bank of Scotland and the Royal Bank of 
Canada have already been mentioned in court. 
 
This rigging is not new. There was the Treasury bond scandal at Salomon 
Brothers in 1991 that imperilled Salomon, now a part of Citigroup. Its 
chief executive had to resign after a bond trader submitted false bids in the 
T-bill market. “The place was governed by the simple understanding that 
the unbridled pursuit of self-interest was healthy”, states Michael Lewis in 
Liar’s Poker. In 2002, the US gas market was rigged and a number of 
companies were fined. One of them was found to have kept a spreadsheet 
of prices labelled “bogus”, as well as the real one. More recently, 
questions have been raised about the market for dollar swaps – derivatives 
linked to government bond yields – with prices fixed every day by a 
handful of bankers in New York. 
 
Similarly, price-fixing in the oil market has been under the spot light. 
Iosco, an international regulatory group, has warned of the risk of the 
benchmark being “manipulated by the submission of false prices”. 
 



Once again, here in the UK earlier this year, the government was forced to 
block Barclays from implementing two “highly abusive” tax schemes that 
could have cost the Treasury £500m, adding questions about its tax 
structuring. Then there is swash-buckling Diamond Bob himself, who, it 
emerged, received close to £25m, including a controversial “tax 
equalisation” payment of nearly £6m. 
 
“I am determined that Barclays plays its role as a full corporate citizen, 
acting properly and fairly always,” explained Diamond Bob, “and 
contributing positively to society in everything that we do.” 
 
Unfortunately, Bob was forced to fall on his sword, and will now join 
(ex-Sir) Fred Goodwin. Now we wait to see how many millions he is 
going to pick up in remuneration for his leaving after acting “properly and 
fairly”. His advice, remember, was that “the period of remorse and 
apology” by banks was over. 
 
Labour  
And what do the Labour leaders propose in regard to the British banking 
scandal? Nationalise the banks? Well, not quite. The shadow business 
secretary, Chuka Umunna, said “the sector urgently needs to act to rebuild 
trust.” Ed Miliband went further saying we need a “revolution in 
banking”. But this “revolution” he is proposing is that the 5 biggest banks 
be forced to sell some of its branches and that two extra banks be created 
to increase competition. Hardly a revolution and more like a squeak. In 
any case, who is going to own these two “extra” banks? Miliband is a 
disciple of reforming capitalism, of “responsible capitalism” and doing 
away with its unsavoury character. But this is a dream world. Capitalism 
is driven not by good intentions but the maximisation of profit. Any new 
banks created will follow the logic of capitalism. Those who fall behind 
will be gobbled up by the bigger banks. That is the reason for the bank 
mergers over the past few decades and the monopolisation of banking as 
with the rest of the economy. 
 
The only answer is to nationalise the banks along with the rest of the 
commanding heights of the economy. This will allow us to plan our 
resources effectively, without the distortions and ills of the market, 
including the corruption that goes with it. Capitalism means corruption. 
Only with the overthrow of capitalism and the elimination of the drive for 
profit can we create a rational society based on peoples’ needs. 
 
As for the likes of "Diamond Bob", after a stint in jail they can be retired 
to some desert island, like the specimens in the British museum, the 
product of a bygone era. 
www.marxist.com 
 



 

 

Another popular Intifada in Sudan 

 

 

 

Understanding the prospects and challenges 
Khalid Medani First Published in Pambazuka 11 July 2012  
 
The current protests have clearly demonstrated that after 23 years in 
power the Bashir regime's capacity for coercion is weak and increasingly 
de-linked from the Sudanese people. 
 
While the attention of the Western and Arab media has focused on the 
historic victory of the Muslim Brotherhood's presidential candidate in 
Egypt, street protests of a scale not witnessed for two decades continued 
into their second week in Khartoum and other major Sudanese cities. 
Anti-government protests, initially led by students from the University of 
Khartoum, have inspired similar nation-wide demonstrations in al-Obeid, 
Kosti, al-Gadaref, Port Sudan, Wad Medani, and Atbara. 
 
They began on June 16 with courageous female students at the University 
of Khartoum's downtown campus taking to the streets chanting "no, no to 
higher prices" and "freedom, freedom." The students initially protested the 
announcement of a thirty-five percent hike in public transportation fees 
and called for the "liberation" of the campus from the presence of the 
ubiquitous National Intelligence and Security Services (NISS). Since then, 
Khartoum and other cities have been sites of daily protests driven by a 
widening political agenda. 
 
Echoing calls heard in the uprisings in Tunisia, Egypt, and Syria, 
protesters chanted "the people want the fall of the regime," "we will not be 
ruled by a dictator," and "revolution, revolution until victory." Clearly 
mindful (and no doubt apprehensive) of the protesters' slogans referencing 
the Arab uprisings as well as two previous popular intifadas that have 
removed military regimes, President Omar al-Bashir quickly insisted that 
this is "no Arab Spring."  
 
However, since they began, the protests have expanded in both their 
geographic reach and their social profile. Moving beyond the middle class 
campus of the University of Khartoum, protests now include more lower 
class students from other universities, supporters and activists belonging 
to the major opposition parties, civil servants, the unemployed and 
workers in the informal sector. 
 
Moreover, despite the use of teargas, batons and sweeping arrests on the 



part of the State Security and Intelligence Services, the protests have 
expanded to include residents in the populous informal settlements and 
working class neighbourhoods of Buri, al-Ilafoon, al-Gereif, al-Sahafa, 
al-Abbassiya and Mayo south of the capital. 
 
As the protests continued with greater force into their tenth day security 
forces, frustrated at not being able to stem the tide of the protests, entered 
the dormitories of the University of Khartoum's Faculty of Education and 
set them ablaze. The students, responding to Bashir's public statement on 
June 24 describing the demonstrators as ¡®saboteurs', foreign ¡®aliens' 
and 'rogues' chanted, "we are not rogues, "you will end up dead in a 
sewage system", referring to how former Libyan leader Moammar 
Ghadafi was caught before he was killed. 
 
The government's decision to abolish fuel subsidies and the imposition of 
a wider austerity package that has resulted in a spiraling inflation rate that 
peaked at over thirty percent this May sparked this wave of 
demonstrations. They come on the heels of smaller, albeit persistent, 
protests that have been ongoing for over a year, in direct response to 
pre-existing economic policies linked to the secession of South Sudan in 
the summer 2011. The secession of South Sudan resulted in the loss of 
two thirds of the country's oil reserves, leaving Khartoum with a widening 
budget deficit, a weakened currency, and rising costs for food and other 
imports. 
 
To make matters worse for Khartoum, land-locked South Sudan shut 
down its oil production in January after accusing Khartoum of charging 
exorbitant transit fees for transporting the South's oil through the 
Khartoum's pipeline. Following years of unprecedented oil-exports, which 
fueled economic growth, wherein some years featured double-digit growth 
figures, the financial basis that helped maintain the resilience and 
patronage networks of the regime effectively vanished overnight. 
 
In response, and immediately following the South's secession, the Bashir 
regime placed restrictions on the outflow of foreign currency, banned 
certain imports, and reduced state subsidies on vital commodities such as 
sugar and fuel. With a budget deficit currently estimated at $2.4 billion 
dollars, on 18 June 2012, Bashir imposed yet another round of more 
drastic, and desperate, austerity measures, lifted fuel subsides, and 
announced the stringent enforcement of higher taxes on capital, consumer 
goods, telecommunications, and a wide range of imports.  
 
While the current protests are partially inspired by the Arab uprisings, the 
grievances fueling the protests are decidedly Sudanese. The students and 
largely unemployed activists confronting the formidable security forces in 
the streets of Khartoum, members of the professional syndicates, and the 



leaders of the National Consensus Forces (NCF, an umbrella group of 
opposition parties) have all argued against the government's claim that the 
deep economic crisis is beyond the government's control and the result of 
"malicious" traders operating in the informal economy who are smuggling 
fuel and hard currency at the expense of the Sudanese people. 
 
Instead, they have noted that these macroeconomic initiatives are 
indefensible, and persuasively cited widely covered corruption scandals of 
members of the ruling National Congress Party (NCP). The NCF have 
also marshalled and publicized overwhelming evidence showing that the 
bulk of the national budget is allocated to the escalating military 
campaigns in Darfur as well as the clashes along the borders with South 
Sudan that began in earnest last April. Moreover, as the local media has 
noted, at the same time that the regime has imposed deep austerity 
measures, the NCP announced greater investments in government 
apparatuses, concerned as it is with sustaining its patronage networks and 
security apparatus in the context of wide-scale protests calling for the 
removal of the regime. 
 
Ironically, the influential Vice President Ali Osman Taha blamed the 
economic crisis on the Sudanese themselves who, as he put it, have been 
"living beyond their means." In a country where the majority of families 
rely on funds from labour remittances sent by expatriate relatives (i.e., 
Sudanese workers abroad) for their livelihood, Taha angered the 
protestors further by publicly stating that the tendency of Sudanese to 
maintain extended families ¨D where one individual works and ten others 
rely on his income ¨D is the real reason that local production and incomes 
are at such low levels [1]. For its part, the National Consensus Party 
(NCP), which also includes the Popular Congress Party (PCP) of Islamist 
Hassan Turabi, and the National Umma Party of former Prime Minister 
Sadiq al-Mahdi, has vowed to continue to mobilize street protests to 
oppose the government's austerity measures. 
 
SUDAN IN THE CONTEXT OF THE ARAB UPRISINGS: 
CLARIFYING SOME MISCONCEPTIONS OF THE "ARAB 
SPRING" DEBATE IN SUDAN  
The imposition of macroeconomic policies, inspired and rationalized by 
neoliberal principles (more than the loss of the South), has sparked the 
recent protests. However, the magnitude of the protests and organizational 
strategies utilized therein has clearly been inspired by the protests and 
transitions in the larger Arab world. Nevertheless, in the wake of the Arab 
uprisings, scholars of Sudan have been near unanimous in declaring that 
the Sudanese government will "not buckle" to popular protests anytime 
soon. 
 
Interestingly, while the Arab region has long been viewed as immune to 



democratization, in the context of the Arab protests, Arab 
"exceptionalism" has been replaced by "Sudanese exceptionalism" in 
much of the analysis on Sudan. Following in the lines of scholars of Arab 
authoritarianism, these analysts insist, with little evidence, that Sudan's 
military establishment is beholden to the government just as it has been 
since Bashir first took power via a military coup in 1989. That is, that the 
upper ranks of the military and the security forces are still loyal to his rule, 
that the political opposition is weak and discredited, and that civil society 
is even more divided than that of Tunisia and Egypt. 
 
These are the very same factors that compelled scholars to predict the 
durability of authoritarian rule in the Arab world. As one Sudan analyst 
put it: "there is certainly discontent with the regime, but it's unclear if 
enough of the right factors are present to complete the equation in 
Khartoum [because] protests undertaken thus far have not taken root with 
a broad section of the population." [2] 
 
The influential International Crisis Group (ICG) similarly argued that 
"years of subjugation at the hands of the ruling National Congress Party 
(NCP) have yielded both political apathy and a weak opposition." [3] In 
contradiction to the current expansion of protests to all of the major cities 
in Sudan, the general consensus among analysts is that, in the case of 
Sudan, the heavy hand of the National Intelligence and Security Services 
and corresponding fears among the population act to inhibit a genuinely 
popular uprising.  
 
In reality, in recent years, deep divisions have emerged within the state 
security forces and the ruling National Congress Party (NCP) over the 
potential pitfalls for Khartoum associated with South Sudan's secession, 
the ongoing negotiations with South Sudan's Sudanese Peoples Liberation 
Movement (SPLM) over the oil rich border regions, and on the conduct of 
the recent military campaigns in South Kordofan. Indeed, far from 
representing a unified front as in the early years of the Bashir regime there 
is increasing dissention within the ranks of the security establishment that 
has led Bashir to sack several high ranking officials for the sake of his 
self-preservation. 
 
These divisions were in clear evidence when Bashir removed Salah Gosh, 
the long-standing director-general of Sudan's National Intelligence and 
Security Services (NISS), from his post in April 2011. Gosh fell out with 
the powerful presidential advisor of Bashir's ruling National Congress 
Party (NCP), Nafie Ali Nafie, after the former initiated a dialogue with 
opposition parties leading to fears on the part of Bashir and Nafi that he 
was in the process of plotting a coup against the regime. 
 
More recently, on June 24th, in response to the continued spate of protests 



throughout the country, Bashir issued a decree relieving nine of his top 
ranking advisers, including six from the ruling National Congress Party 
(NCP), from their positions. The move, part of a countrywide reshuffle 
designed to revive waning legitimacy for the regime, saw entire regional 
governments tendering their resignations with the exception of South 
Darfur State whose government simply refused to step down.  
 
In the case of Sudan, this analysis, like that of Tunisia and Egypt in the 
past, does not depict the full picture with respect to the prospects of a 
Sudanese democratic "spring." The question having to do with whether 
Sudan will remain resistant to a significant uprising, if not a democratic 
opening, requires an analysis that takes seriously the pitfalls made by 
scholars who mistakenly focused on the durability of Arab 
authoritarianism. 
 
Will Sudan remain resistant to democratization? The answer to this 
question hinges on an understanding of factors long associated, albeit 
mistakenly, with the durability of authoritarian regimes in the Arab world. 
These include the fact that Arab countries possess weak civil societies, 
have middle classes beholden to state patronage for their survival, and 
opposition political parties, which are either weak (i.e., Egypt and Sudan) 
or simply non-existent (i.e., Tunisia). However, as the events in Tunisia 
and Egypt have shown, none of these conditions precluded the move 
towards the difficult struggle over dismantling the long-standing political, 
economic and social institutions of authoritarian rule. Indeed, what they 
have demonstrated is that a weakly organized opposition does not 
necessarily prevent effective mass mobilization.  
 
What then explains the divergence in Sudan from its northern neighbours? 
And how can we evaluate the potential for a similar popular intifada 
leading to another period of democracy in Sudan? For Sudan, the answer 
is relatively straightforward: it lies in the Bashir regime's capacity to 
maintain a monopoly on the means of coercion. As analysts of Arab 
authoritarianism have usefully demonstrated across the region, when the 
state's coercive apparatus remains coherent and effective, it can face down 
popular disaffection and survive significant illegitimacy [4]. 
 
Conversely, where the state's capacity of coercion is weak or lacks the 
will to crush popular protests, the unraveling of authoritarian rule in the 
Arab world and elsewhere may begin to occur. In the case of Sudan, the 
current protests have clearly demonstrated that after twenty-three years in 
power the Bashir regime's capacity of coercion is weak and increasingly 
de-linked from the Sudanese people. The Sudanese Armed Forces (SAF), 
demoralized and weakened from fighting armed insurgencies Darfur and 
in two southern border states (i.e. South Kordofan and Blue Nile), has so 
far chosen not to step in against the protesters. At present, the regime is 



relying on the Police, but most particularly, on the National Intelligence 
and Security Services (NISS) to crack down on the street protesters. There 
are already signs of discontent between the NISS and police forces in the 
way the security agents are handling the detentions of the Sudanese 
citizens. 
 
The protestors are well aware of the political and social divisions between 
the NISS and the police forces, and are clearly banking on persuading 
elements in the police to sympathesize with their shared grievances 
against the state. In one of the largest and most significant protests outside 
the Imam Abdel Rahman Mosque in Omdurman that followed Friday 
prayers, protestors attempted to enlist the support of the police chanting: 
"oh police, oh police, how much is your salary and how much is a pound 
of sugar?" in a clear strategy to persuade the police, the military and 
members of the government to join the protests as was the case with 
previous successful intifadas in 1964 and 1985 known as the October and 
April revolutions. Nevertheless, like their counterparts in Tunisia and 
Egypt before them, the protestors and the opposition political parties in 
Sudan are well aware that the dismantling of a long-standing authoritarian 
regime will require sustained protests and popular street mobilization that 
would ultimately, albeit reluctantly, enlist the support of significant 
elements in the military establishment.  
 
Consequently, in the case of the Sudan, the key question in the context of 
the current protests is not to ask whether they are of the scale of those in 
Egypt and Tunisia, but rather to understand the relative strength of the 
Bashir regime's capacity for coercion vis-¨¤-vis what is clearly a resurgent 
and emboldened civil society opposition in the country. What the 
examples of Tunisia and Egypt have demonstrated is that the answer to 
this question depends on the state's fiscal health, the level of international 
support, and the degree to which the state security sector is entrenched in 
civil society. As in other Arab countries, taken together, these factors will 
determine whether the level of popular mobilization and current protests 
outweighs the capacity of the coercive apparatus of the Bashir regime. In 
this regard, it is highly likely that the durability of the authoritarian regime 
in Khartoum will be more short-lived than most analysts have argued. 
This is due to a number of reasons.  
 
First, the level of international support is extremely low. Indeed, only a 
few months after Southern secession the United States re-imposed 
economic sanctions on the Sudan. In combination with the standing ICC's 
indictment of Bashir issued in July 2010, this has increased the Bashir 
regime's pariah status and has resulted in important divisions within the 
ruling party. It has also diminished the hopes among some members of the 
NCP to generate much needed foreign direct investment. Second, 
following almost a decade of remarkable growth in GDP (real gross 



domestic product), averaging 7.7 percent annually thanks to oil exports, 
since 2010 growth sharply declined to three percent even before the 
secession of the oil-rich South [5]. 
 
Sudan's already depleted oil revenues shrank by a further twenty percent 
after its main Heglig oil field was damaged and shut down in fighting with 
South Sudanese troops in April of this year. Consequently, the Bashir 
regime is suffering from an enormous scarcity of foreign currency with 
which to finance spending to shore up its support base. It is this grave 
financial crisis that led to the recent imposition of economic austerity 
measures leading to the cost of living protests. Perhaps more importantly 
in political terms, it has also is weakened Khartoum's capacity to suppress 
dissent since over seventy percent of oil export revenue prior to South 
Sudan's secession was funneled to support the military and popular 
defense forces in the country. 
 
Third, as witnessed by the protests in Khartoum and throughout the north, 
a wide cross section of Sudanese have already mobilized in a parallel 
process to their northern neighbors. In addition, protests that spread to 
central and northern Sudan have been accompanied by cyber activism 
spearheaded by the group Girifna ("we are fed up"). In a pattern similar to 
Egypt and Tunisia, this has maintained the link between Sudanese in the 
country and the hundreds of thousands of Sudanese citizens in the 
diaspora. Taken together, these factors have continued to weaken the 
capacity of the Bashir regime to forestall the call for democratization 
indefinitely.  
 
The most telling and important reason for the Bashir regime's diminishing 
durability is the fact that the hitherto institutionalized security sector is 
increasingly fragmented and the top leadership is gravely divided. 
Following the country's partition, political power is now increasingly 
centered on Bashir and a close network of loyalists. Moreover, concerned 
about a coup from within the military establishment, Bashir has purposely 
fragmented the security services. He has come to rely on personal and 
tribal loyalties. The formerly strong NCP party no longer has a significant 
base of social support even among hard-line Islamists [6]. This division 
was clearly illustrated in 2011 following a much publicized dispute 
between two of the most influential figures in Bashir's government: Nafie 
Ali Nafie and Ali Osman Taha. Nafie (Presidential advisor and head of 
state security) along with Bashir represent the hardliner faction in the 
regime, and both have vehemently opposed constitutional reforms. In 
contrast, Ali Osman Taha (the second vice president) has come into bitter 
political conflict with the hardliners by calling for inclusion of some 
opposition parties to help in drafting a new constitution. This significant 
division in the ruling NCP party, in combination with the country's 
international isolation, the deep economic crisis following the South's 



secession along with the loss of oil revenue, and persistent levels of 
popular discontent and mobilization (even if low) are strong indications 
that Sudan¨Da country that witnessed two previous popular revolts that 
dramatically turned the tide of national politics¨Dmay find itself drawing 
important inspiration from its Arab neighbors just as it continues to follow 
its own path and distinctive "Sudanese" trajectory. 
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Brazil Economy slowing down 

 

 

 

Contrary to official propaganda, Brazil’s economy is still vulnerable 
Marcus Kollbrunner, Liberdade Socialismo e Revolução (CWI Brazil) 9 
July 2012 
 
Brazil, as part of the BRICs (Brazil, Russia, India, and China), has in the 
last years been seen as a “hope” for the global economy. These 
“emerging” economies would supposedly be the new motor for the world 
economy as the old powers, Europe and the US, slow down.  
 
Despite the Brazilian economy also being hit by the world economic crisis 
in 2008, the prevailing logic was that with the intervention of the Lula and 
Dilma governments (both from the Workers Party – PT), the worst case 
scenario was avoided and a fast rate of economic growth would return to 
the country. After a fall in GDP of 0.3 percent in 2009, there was a 
recovery in 2010, with 7.5 percent growth.  
 
The PT and Lula exploited this fact heavily during the elections of 2010 to 
attempt to sell the idea that the country had changed, that the policies of 
the government were correct, and that Brazil was now an emerging world 
power – the sixth largest economy on the planet. But despite some 
advances, the weaknesses of the Brazilian economy are revealing 
themselves, and the effects of the crisis are becoming more evident.  
 
Growth for whom?  
It is important to remember the limits of the “reduction of poverty” that 
Brazilian leaders are boasting of.  
 
It is true that there has been some improvement for the poorest layers of 
people during recent years: the raising of the minimum wage has 
increased income for the lowest-paid workers and the “family allowance” 
has had some effect for the poorest families.  
 
However, what took place was primarily redistribution of income from 
one section of workers to another, as many workers with higher salaries, 
mainly public servants, have lost out. Looking at the balance of wealth 
between labour and capital, there has been no redistribution. In fact, the 
opposite have taken place. Profits have broken all records and the richest 



become even richer, with a Brazilian billionaire, Eike Batista, now 
ranking among the ten richest people in the world. In 2011, Brazil was 
ranked number one among the larger economies in terms of the relative 
growth in the number of millionaires (as measured in US dollars).  
 
The basis of Brazil’s growth the past decade  
Brazilian industry passed through decades of weak growth. From 1981 to 
2003, the average yearly growth was only 1.4 percent. From 2004 to 2010, 
the growth leaped to 5 percent per year. The principal motor behind this 
was the growth of exports of primary products, mainly to China.  
 
In ten years (2001-2011) the trade volume between Brazil and China grew 
from US$3.2 billion to US$77.1 billion. But 85 percent of the exports to 
China have been primary products, mainly iron ore, soy, oil and cellulose. 
 
This has taken place at the expense of other aspects of industry. The 
manufacturing industry’s share of GDP in 2011, for instance, was only 
14.6 percent, returning to the level of mid-1950s.  
 
In the context of the favourable world economic situation during the 
2000s, Brazil reached an average growth of 5 percent in GDP. Together 
with an increased minimum salary, lower unemployment, and growth of 
credit lending, this led to an increase in consumption.  
 
But the industrial motor of the economy didn’t follow this growth. 
Instead, there has been an increase in imports of manufactured goods, 
chiefly from China, boosted by the strength of Brazilian currency (the 
real). The relatively stable growth, abundance of speculative capital 
worldwide, combined with the highest interest rates in the world led to an 
inflow of capital that strengthened the real. This has increased the price of 
Brazilian goods worldwide.  
 
The logic was that Brazil exported primary goods to China, and imported 
cheaper industrialised goods, to the detriment of domestic industry.  
 
The government’s reaction to the 2008 crisis  
When the world economic crisis exploded in 2008, Brazil was not as 
badly hit as other countries. One factor was that Brazil’s banks were not 
thrown into crisis (the banks had already gone through a crisis and 
restructuring with state help in the 1990s and were now making huge 
profits due to high interest rates), nor was there a flight of capital. The 
government pumped money into the credit system and stimulated 
consumption through reduced taxes on cars and some other products. 
Another important factor was increased exports to China (with China 
overtaking the US as Brazil’s main trading partner).  
 



This was a totally different situation than the crisis of 1999, when Brazil 
suffered from a flight of capital and the real dropped in value.  
 
New Slowdown  
However, in 2011 the contradictions of the economy began to show 
themselves. The real increased in value again, almost returning to the peak 
levels of 2008. This has a deleterious effect on industry, which began 
stagnating even as consumption continued to grow, sending inflation 
surging past 7 percent. The government pulled the brake, increasing 
interest rates and implementing barriers to the inflow of dollars – what 
president Dilma called “financial tsunami”.  
 
The result was that GDP grew only 2.7 percent, far below the 
government’s target of 4.5 percent. The fact was that Brazil had the 
slowest growth in South America last year. Since the second half of last 
year the economy has almost stagnated, as it has been affected by the 
crisis in Europe and the slowdown in China.  
 
Recently there has been a rapid change with respect to the real. The 
government continued to implement measures to hold down the value of 
the real up through March 2012. But in May there was an outflow of 
capital, and the real has lost 30 percent of its value compared to the most 
recent peak in June of last year. Still, this has not helped revive Brazil’s 
manufacturing industry, as the main competitor, China, is still cheaper.  
 
Trying to repeat the fix of 2008  
2012 began in the same way as 2011 ended. GDP grew only 0.2 percent 
during the first quarter. The government still has a target of 4 percent 
growth this year, but few believe it will actually be achieved. In fact, most 
economists believe that the result will be worse than last year. The 
average estimate is now 2.18 percent. Credit Suisse bets on a growth of 
only 1.5 percent. Besides weak industrial performance, the bank points to 
the low level of investment, which they project will only grow by 0.3 
percent this year.  
 
Dilma’s government is trying to repeat the measures implemented in 
2008: incentives to consumption through tax breaks, lower interest rates, 
and expansion of credit, especially for investment in big projects linked to 
the World Cup, the Olympics, and infrastructure.  
 
Accumulated debts put a limit on consumption  
While it is true that the reduction in taxes has helped to keep up 
consumption on certain goods, such as cars, domestic appliances, and 
building materials, overall the effects of the new measures will be quite 
limited compared to 2008. Indebtedness and debt arrears have increased, 
which has served to limit the capacity of families to increase consumption 



based on credit.  
 
The debt-to-GDP ratio has increased constantly during the last decade. In 
2002, total private debt was equivalent to 22 percent of GDP. By the 
beginning of 2012, it had increased to 49.3 percent of GDP. While this is 
still relatively low compared to other countries, the effects are multiplied 
by the extremely high interest rates.  
 
In March of this year, families spent 22.3 percent of their income on 
servicing debts, compared with 15.5 percent in January of 2005. This is an 
even higher level than in the US, where debts are certainly restricting 
consumption.  
 
Despite historically low unemployment rates (5.8 percent in May, 
according to data from the six biggest metropolitan areas), debt arrears 
have been growing; as of May they were 21.4 percent higher than 12 
months ago. Imagine what could happen in this context if unemployment 
started to grow.  
 
Debt defaults on car loans hit new record levels in April. Debt arrears on 
credit cards, the main form of debt for households, responsible for 32 
percent of debts, have also increased. 27 percent are at least 90 days late 
in paying credit card debts. Despite the huge propaganda campaign 
touting lower interest rates, the reality is the lowered rates have only 
benefited a limited section of the population. Credit card interest rates, for 
instance, are at the same level as they have been for the last two years: 
10.69 percent per month. The average interest rates are the lowest since 
1995, but they are still at 6.18 percent per month – in many countries that 
is the yearly rate!  
 
Public investment also has its limits. Corruption and bureaucracy make 
the whole process very inefficient, and public investment only accounts 
for 10 percent of all investment in the country.  
 
Brazil is still vulnerable to external shocks  
No matter what the official propaganda says, Brazil’s economy is still 
quite vulnerable. The government usually mentions the historically high 
currency reserve, at the moment standing at US$370 billion. It is true that 
this reserve can act as a cushion, to a certain extent. The reserve has 
grown significantly as the Central Bank has been forced to absorb the 
huge inflow of dollars to avoid an even stronger real. It’s a costly 
operation, as those dollars are invested in US bonds, with very low 
interest rates, and paid with Brazilian bonds, which are very expensive.  
 
Unlike other countries with large currency reserves, such as China, this 
reserve is not the result of an accumulated current account surplus. Even if 



Brazil still has a trade surplus, that surplus has been falling, and deficit on 
the rest of the current account is increasing as a result of foreign 
corporations and investors sending profits and interest on investment back 
to their countries of origin. This is only covered because of the inflow of 
speculative capital.  
 
Brazil’s “external liability” – that is, capital invested in Brazil that belongs 
to foreign owners – has increased. A part of this is constituted in fixed 
assets, such as mines, factories, and shops. But the majority is invested in 
bonds, shares, and other financial instruments that can rapidly be 
withdrawn from the county. This “external liability” has grown from 
US$343 billion in 2002 to US$1.294 trillion. If there is a flight of capital, 
the currency reserve will be small change.  
 
Besides that, and also in contradiction to the official propaganda, public 
debt is still a huge problem. The real public debt is now equivalent to 78 
percent of GDP. In the federal budget for this year, 47 percent of 
government spending is allocated for debt service and refinancing of the 
debt, equivalent to 22 percent of GDP!  
 
Increase in class struggle  
All this shows that we must prepare for a turbulent period ahead. Patriotic 
propaganda about Brazilian “marvels” aside, we see how governments 
and bosses are preparing for more social conflicts. Police and courts are 
used more and more to repress social movements and strikes.  
 
There has been a significant growth in strikes over the last two years. In 
the private sector, workers have struggled to get a share of the economic 
growth and huge corporate profits, strengthened by low level of 
unemployment. Many struggle for very basic rights, like the workers in 
the huge infrastructure projects who revolted against a lack of basic 
accommodations such as toilets, and who demanded the right to see their 
families at least once every three months! But also in the public sector we 
see important strikes, against wage austerity and lack of funding for public 
services, like the huge student strike at the national universities at the 
moment.  
 
These struggles are still fragmented, however, and the left have still not 
managed to build instruments that can unify the struggle and break the 
dominance of the movements that are linked to the government, like the 
trade union federations CUT and Força Sindical. Together with the 
necessity of building a coherent socialist political alternative, (for which 
the relatively new left party PSOL is an important but still incipient tool), 
these are fundamental tasks for socialists to prepare for the huge battles to 
come, just like the ones we are already seeing in countries throughout 
Europe and Latin America. These movements can and will arise in Brazil 



as well, more quickly than many imagine.  
www.socialistworld.net 
 
 

 

Murky world of Marange mining firms 

 

 

 

Along with accusations that companies are not paying their dues, the 
owners remain a mystery, writes Jason Moyo. 
Jason Moyo 6 July 2012  
 
Zimbabwe’s Mines Minister Obert Mpofu estimates that the country’s 
vast diamond wealth could generate $2-billion a year, but it is increasingly 
unclear who is benefiting more – the government or the faceless 
shareholders who own the miners. 
 
Foreigners are still queuing up to get in on the action and South Africa’s 
Utho Capital is planning to set up a forum of the world’s top diamond 
companies in Zimbabwe. 
 
The Marange fields cover 123000 hectares, with only 54000 hectares 
being mined. The remainder is up for grabs, according to the Zimbabwe 
Mining Development Company (ZMDC), the state mining firm.  
 
Our CoverageMDC wants Marange nationalisedMore CoverageUS 
imposes sanctions on two Zim diamond miners  
 
But even as international interest grows, the ownership of mines remains 
hidden under layers of secrecy. 
 
There are currently five companies operating in Marange and other 
concessions in the east of the country. 
 
Anjin  
Anjin is the biggest miner in the diamond fields and there is conflict over 
how much it owes the government and who really owns it. 
 
Finance Minister Tendai Biti recently said the government had received 
nothing from Anjin since it opened in 2009. But Munyaradzi Machacha, 
an Anjin director, said Biti’s expectations had been too high to begin with. 
 
“We have contributed $30-million to the fiscus. A single carat is valued at 
$60 and not the $1500 projected by the minister,” Machacha told visiting 
European ambassadors last week. “He should stop persecuting innocent 



companies like ours.” 
 
But it is a fact that officially nobody, not even the finance minister, knows 
who owns Anjin, something that reflects the murky world of Zimbabwe’s 
diamond industry. 
 
Deputy Mines Minister Gift Chimanikire said that the Chinese owned 
50% of Anjin, the Zimbabwe Defence Industries (ZDI), a state-owned 
ammunitions-maker, owned 40% and the ZMDC held the remainder. 
 
But Biti said the ZMDC did not have any stake in it and he did not know 
who the other shareholders were. 
 
This week, there was more controversy – apparently the ZDI is not a 
shareholder in Anjin either. ZDI chief executive Tshinga Dube, a retired 
colonel, denied that ZDI owned a stake in Anjin. “Such an opportunity has 
not featured on our radar,” he said. 
 
The question then is: Who owns Anjin and who stands to benefit from its 
potentially massive earnings?  
 
What is known is that half of Anjin is owned by Chinese firm Anhui 
Foreign Economic Construction. As part of the deal, Anhui is building a 
large military complex on the northern outskirts of Harare, which is being 
partly funded by a $98-million loan from China’s Eximbank. 
 
But what is less well known is the identity of Anhui’s partner, reported to 
be Matt Bronze, a shelf company bought by the military to house its 
investments. Matt Bronze’s directors have never been named publicly, but 
Anjin’s Zimbabwean directors are almost entirely from the security 
forces. 
 
Mbada Diamonds 
Mbada Diamonds is a joint venture between the ZMDC and several 
investors, among them South Africa’s Reclamation Group, which has 
established links with Zimbabwean state companies. 
 
Old Mutual holds a minority stake in the firm, although it has said it 
would be reviewing its interests. 
 
Among Mbada’s shareholders is ex-army figure Robert Mhlanga, once 
President Robert Mugabe’s pilot and now one of Zimbabwe’s richest men. 
Weeks ago, it was reported that Mhlanga was building a mansion next to 
the Zimbali Golf Estate in KwaZulu-Natal. He insists he bought the 
property 10 years ago, before he went into diamonds.  
 



In 2002, Mhlanga was a key witness in the treason case brought against 
Prime Minister Morgan Tsvangirai, leader of the opposition Movement 
for Democratic Change. 
 
Through his Skyview Minerals, Mhlanga owns shares in Mbada 
Diamonds and has other interests in Zimbabwe, Angola and elsewhere in 
the region. 
 
Recently, Mhlanga said Mbada had made $600-million since 2009. Half 
of that had been handed to the government in taxes and other fees. The 
remainder went into working capital and to Reclamation. 
 
In the first quarter of this year, Mbada exported $87.6-million worth of 
diamonds. 
 
Stung by United States-imposed sanctions, Mbada earlier this year 
claimed it was under attack from a “jealous and outright anti-Zimbabwe 
and anti-African agenda”. 
 
Marange Resources 
Marange Resources is wholly owned by the ZMDC, after the government 
cancelled a joint venture with Canadile, over claims the consortium had 
defrauded the state. 
 
But Canadile’s Lovemore Kurotwi has claimed Mpofu demanded a 
$10-million bribe in exchange for a mining licence. Kurotwi wrote a letter 
to Mugabe detailing Mpofu’s alleged demands. 
 
Dube is chairperson of Marange Resources. It exported $11.7-million 
worth of diamonds in the first quarter of the year. 
 
Diamond Mining Corporation  
DMC is a joint venture between the ZMDC and Pure Diam, based in 
Dubai. Pure Diam’s shareholders are unknown. DMC made $38.9-million 
in the first quarter. 
 
Zimbabwe-Ozgeo 
Zimbabwe-Ozgeo is a partnership between Zimbabwe and Russian 
investors. The company expects to begin operations soon in the eastern 
Chimanimani area. Russia, a long-time ally, has separately agreed to 
supply military helicopters in exchange for platinum concessions, 
according to the Russian newspaper Kommersant. 
 
‘M’ is for ‘make another joke’  
At a recent comedy show, Zimbabwe’s most popular stand-up comic, Carl 
Joshua Ncube, gave the lowdown on what it means to be a comic in 



Zimbabwe. 
 
“Everyone wants you to say the ‘M’ word,” he said. 
 
While performing in South Africa, there was much moaning when he 
refused to tell a Mugabe joke. “So they come backstage after the show and 
say: ‘Carl, here we can go on the streets, stand on the steps of Parliament 
and shout, Jacob Zuma is an idiot, and no one will do anything to us. You 
can’t do that in Zimbabwe.’ 
 
“And I say: ‘That’s not true, we too can go on the steps of Parliament in 
Zimbabwe and shout, Jacob Zuma is an idiot.’ 
 
“We’re free to say anything we like,” he jokes sarcastically on stage. His 
audience responds with a round of mocking applause. 
 
Despite recent media reform, including the licensing of two new radio 
stations, the space for free expression in Zimbabwe remains largely 
restricted. But, on most Fridays in Harare’s smoky bars, urban youths are 
finding a new avenue for expression in a growing stand-up comedy 
movement. 
 
But the young comics have to censor themselves, often delivering biting 
social commentary but steering clear of direct attacks on the 
establishment. There are many underground jokes attacking President 
Robert Mugabe and other leaders, but comics cannot make them on stage 
in a country where people are frequently arrested for insulting the 
president. 
 
Last Friday, at a comedy night to mark the first year of a series of shows 
by a group of 10 comics, dozens gathered under a thatched gazebo in a 
Harare suburb. These shows were rare just a year ago, but they are 
winning broader appeal as comics become more daring, taking on issues 
that many can relate to. – Jason Moyo 
http://mg.co.za/article/2012-07-05-murky-world-of-marange-mining-firms 
 
 

 

PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS IN MEXICO 

 

 

 

PRI declares victory – mass movement opposes ‘imposition’   
Arash Azizi, our correspondent in Mexico City  
4 July 2012 
 



For them, it was over very soon. Less than a couple of hours after the 
polling stations were closed, the night of July 1, the main monopoly 
television stations were already declaring the victory of bourgeois 
candidate, Pena Nieto, of the hated Institutional Revolutionary Party 
(PRI). The newspaper “El Universal” had already printed in advance its 
morning edition with Pena Nieto on the cover as the “winner” in the 
country’s presidential elections. They had in fact planned this months and 
years ahead and just couldn’t wait a few more hours for such niceties as 
an official declaration of results! 
 
The preliminary results declared by the IFE (Federal Election Institute) – 
of course – confirmed this by declaring Pena Nieto as the winner with 
17,615,529 votes (37.89%), with leftist Andres Manuel Lopez Obrador 
(AMLO) following with 14,808,521 (31.85%) and then Josefina Vazquez 
Mota, from the incumbent National Action Party (PAN) with 11,839,849 
(25.46%). These were only preliminary results and they came amid the 
vast evidence of fraud and all sorts of ‘irregularities’ which, now that we 
write these lines, (Tuesday night) have become ever more evident. Thus, 
when Lopez Obrador declared, on Sunday night, that he would wait for 
the official results, he was only doing what any self-respecting candidate 
in any elections would do. 
 
But the Mexican and International bourgeoisie, ever fearful of a repeat of 
the 2006 movement against the abject fraud in that year’s elections, 
quickly rallied around Pena Nieto and attempted to clean any stains from 
the banner of his victory and also heavily pressuring AMLO to concede. 
International media quickly crowned him “President-elect” based on the 
‘exit polls’ of monopoly television stations that are so visibly in cahoots 
with the PRI. The New York Times, whose coverage of the campaign has 
been truly shameful even by its own standards, quickly ran an op-ed by 
Pena Nieto that dubbed him as “President-elect.” President Obama, of 
course, quickly called to congratulate his new Mexican friend. 
 
These ‘confident’ gestures of the bourgeoisie initially led to a sense of 
shock and despair within the ranks of AMLO supporters and the fantastic 
youth movement, “I am 132.” In the early hours, the relatively wide 
margin declared between the two candidates (at least 6 percent, compared 
to less than 1 percent that was declared in 2006) led many to doubt if, in 
fact, significant fraud had taken place. But it was amazing how quickly 
this mood started to change. With the help of talking to youth who had 
gathered in the Zocalo to celebrate, and by observing trends in the social 
media, one could quickly grasp this changing mood. From shock and 
despair to anger, an endless anger not only against what quickly became 
clear as the fraudulent actions of the PRI (as we will describe below) but 
against all that the status quo of Mexican capitalism presents the youth 
with. 



 
“National Shame” 
As we write these lines two nights after the elections, the details of the 
electoral fraud and the sham that the ‘electoral process’ is in Mexico, have 
become ever more clear. AMLO has aptly called it a ‘national shame.’ 
 
Immediately after elections, the London based Economist (one of the 
feisty supporters of Pena Nieto) reported of ‘voters in poor areas being 
offered upwards of 500 pesos ($38) to hand over their voting cards and 
that ‘others were disenfranchised by poor planning on the part of the 
election authorities.’ (Curiously, the vast majority of such cases were in 
strong working class areas of Mexico City which are AMLO strongholds.) 
Your correspondent’s interview with several international observers from 
the Organization of American States (hardly a revolutionary 
organization!) in Mexico City voting stations revealed the same thing. 
 
But what has been revealed since is even more shocking. Associated Press 
reported that “thousands of people rushed to stores [of Soriana] on 
Tuesday to redeem pre-paid gift cards they said were given them by the 
party that won Mexico’s presidency, inflaming accusations that the 
election was marred by massive vote-buying.” 
 
AP’s report further reads: “At least a few cardholders were angry, 
complaining they didn’t get as much as promised, or that their cards 
weren’t working.” An angry father told AP that: “They told us they were 
worth 500 pesos, but when we got to the check-out, they were only worth 
100 rotten pesos.” 
 
Al-Jazeera showed a video of a man telling an assembled group of people 
that they will only receive their ‘gifts’ if they sign-up 10 other people! 
This is only an extreme and direct form of the way the PRI would force 
thousands of people to vote for it. We have to remember that this is the 
Party that ruled Mexico for more than seven decades on a corporatist 
model. It still controls the vast majority of state governments (19 out of 
31), including, crucially, the most populous one, the State of Mexico (the 
suburbs surrounding the Federal District) whose last governor was no 
other than Pena Nieto himself. For a lot of people, ‘good relations’ with 
the PRI is the only way of obtaining their Taco stand permits or keep their 
jobs in institutions such as Pemex (the national oil company). 
 
However, fraud was not limited to direct vote buying and blackmail, 
pro-AMLO activists were harassed, threatened and arrested during the 
campaign and on election day AMLO appointed polling booth observers 
were intimidated, shot at and some even killed for carrying out their 
duties.  
 



And to sum it up, not only AMLO’s team declared detecting irregularities 
in 113,855 polling places, independent election observers has said that 28 
percent of voters interviewed (i.e. about one third) had faced cases of 
‘irregularities’ such as this which, as a result, in their opinion, puts the 
whole process into doubt. AMLO has, therefore, requested a total re-count 
of the vote that he is unlikely to be granted. 
 
We need to note that even before these revelations, factors like the role 
played by hated Televisa, among the main targets of the “I am 132” 
movement, was enough to put the whole process into question. This had 
been broadly revealed by outlets like Mexican magazine Proceso and the 
British newspaper The Guardian. In a country that has more TV sets than 
refrigerators, Televisa alone controls 70 percent of the market and from 
the beginning it worked hand-in-hand with the PRI to force Pena Nieto 
onto the Mexican people like a character in one of its ‘telenovelas’ (soap 
operas.) 
 
This was clearly a ‘national shame’, a sham of electoral fraud and the 
most base vote-buying which didn’t even conform to the minimums of 
bourgeois democracy and Mexico’s own laws. This sham was, moreover, 
supported by the desperate Mexican bourgeoisie who after 12 years of 
disastrous rule of the PAN, was ready to hand power back to the PRI, the 
Party of corruption and authoritarianism. Thus, the abandoning of the 
PAN and its candidate, Josefina, by the bourgeoisie led to its significant 
fall and left it in the wilderness, a blow that PAN might not fully recover 
from anytime soon, if ever. (The rise and fall of the PAN in recent years 
and its relationship with the PRI could be a subject of an article itself.) 
 
Youth movement demands ‘revolution’ 
“If you impose him, we’ll have a revolution!” This bold demand was 
repeated times and again in the marches of the “I am 132” movement in 
the last few weeks. It took less than a few hours after the initial results 
came out, in those crucial hours of Sunday night when surely hundreds of 
thousands didn’t sleep, for the ranks of the movement to decide that Pena 
Nieto’s ‘win’ is that ‘imposition’ that they were warning against. A march 
was immediately planned for Monday, 2pm from the ‘Estela de Luz’ 
monument to the Zocalo, the city’s massive central square. To many, 
including your correspondent, it wasn’t clear how many would show up to 
such a march, on the first day of the week, in the middle of the day, at 
such short notice. None of the mainstream media, domestic or 
international, mentioned anything about the march as they were busy 
broadcasting ‘love-ins’ with Pena Nieto. (Although Al-Jazeera’s 
correspondent did, at least, notice that there were curiously no youth 
present in the PRI’s semi-empty election night ‘fiesta’ in their Mexico 
City headquarters). 
 



When I arrived at “Estela de Luz”, shortly after 2pm, any doubts were 
clarified. This was to be nothing less than a mass youth movement. 
Thousands upon thousands had filled the area in front of the monument 
and seemingly endless swarms of people kept joining in. When you came 
out of the Chapultepec Metro station (itself, by the way, filled with 
protesters holding signs up) the first thing that caught the eye was an 
activist that had gotten on top of a large bulldozer, waving a red flag with 
a Hammer and Sickle emblazoned on it. This was the state of things. The 
New York Times might declare Pena Nieto “President-elect”, but at the 
same time a red flag was flying over a mass youth movement against him! 
 
As I interviewed many of the people present (almost all students), the 
mood was markedly different than on previous demonstrations. Karla, a 
19-year old philosophy student from UNAM, was almost offended when I 
asked if she thought there was fraud. “Their whole system is a fraud!” she 
told me. Does she think they can overturn the IFE results? “It’s simple. If 
they impose him, we’ll have a revolution!” – repeating the oft-repeated 
slogan to me as if it was a simple fact. 
 
This was, and is, not yet a revolution but ‘revolutionary’ would be a good 
word to describe the mood of those present. Shortly after march begins, 
for some reason people don’t want to go to Zocalo! “We always do that.” 
There is a correct sense that something other than ‘the usual’ is needed to 
confront this latest round of fraud, even though people don’t know what. 
What do we do then? “Let’s march to the monument of the Revolution!” 
Some ‘leaders’ grumble and talk about the ‘original plan’, but here people 
vote with their feet. On an intersection, after a sense that the majority 
wants the “new route” they change and head toward there. 
 
From Estela de Luz until the Monument of Revolution it’s less than 2.5 
kilometer (30-35 minutes) in a straight line. But it’s as if the youth have 
vowed to free themselves of their energy! They take a bizarre route, going 
through the affluent Polanco which takes much more time! We have 
previously written about the energetic state of marches in Mexico City and 
today it’s even more the case. Tens of thousands of youth, which are 
seemingly joined by more and more people every minute, march and 
block the streets, while running and jumping (“He who doesn’t jump is 
Pena Nieto!”). Their battle cry, “Look here! Look here to see Pena Nieto 
will not become President!”, has now, after the results, another dimension 
to it. If until a week ago, to vote Pena out sounded like an intention, now it 
sounds like a declaration of war on all the institutions that have endorsed 
his ‘victory’. 
 
As if to test the energy of the youth, one of the heaviest rainfalls of recent 
weeks starts pouring down. While the plastic raincoat vendors are having 
a brisk business, the youth have seemingly found an excuse to shout their 



defiance. “Come rain, come wind, the movement will continue” they 
declare. But when they finally reach the Monument of Revolution, hiding 
from the rain under their huge university banners, the bother of the rain 
has seemingly added to the restlessness and anger. It is now closer to 6’o 
clock. We have marched more than 4 hours. What to do next? 
 
The spokespersons of “I Am 132” movement take the stage while 
thousands are listening under a rain that is now much less fierce. They 
have prepared a program. Poems, declarations, songs… But it seems that 
the crowd has no patience for that. When an actress from a respected 
artistic group of UNAM wants to recite a poem, people grumble and shout 
her down. The spokesperson’s suggestion of going to the Zocalo now is 
also shouted down. One cry becomes louder than the others: “IFE! Let’s 
go to the offices of Federal Election Institute.” A slight problem there, IFE 
is about 50 kilometers away in the centre of Tlalpan, the southernmost 
borough of Mexico City! (Whereas the ‘city centre’ area, where we were, 
is actually in the northern part of the city.) The youth who shout “IFE” 
know that, but they seem to not care. This is what I mean when I say there 
was a ‘revolutionary’ mood among the youth: They want everything, and 
they want it now. 
 
The leaders propose an action for Thursday, three days from now. They 
are shouted down with cries of “too late!” How about Wednesday? “Even 
tomorrow is late!” comes the answer. We need to do something now! 
Nowhere is the lack of leadership more obvious and in a tragicomic 
manner clear to see. The tens of thousands of youth gathered, having 
marched more than four hours, some of it under the pouring rain, are 
clearly full of energy and thirsting to ‘do something’. But quite what it 
takes to stop Pena Nieto, they are not sure. And the ‘leaders’ can offer no 
lead. Some of the youth who start to figure out 50 kilometers is not what 
they can afford marching right now, propose that for tomorrow. For now, 
let’s go to the PRI offices that are nearby. At least, it is something new. 
Somewhere we can direct our anger at! 
 
Again, an indirect route is taken so that it takes more than another hour to 
reach the huge PRI offices in the city center. (‘Offices’ is probably not an 
accurate word as the headquarters looks like a mini-city in its own right!). 
The slogans become angrier and angrier as we get close to the PRI office. 
Pena Nieto being an “assassin” is one of the primary ones. This title, not 
as fancy as ‘president-elect’, is written by the youth, in huge letters, on the 
walls of the PRI compound. Some also enthusiastically respond to a call 
by some protesters by peeing in the compound through the gates! Their 
disgust has to be somehow shown! 
 
But again the question of “What Now” reigns everywhere. The march has 
already been going on for nearly six hours. Some start to leave. But there 



are those who just can’t do so, just as they can’t accept the results that 
they heard less than 24 hours ago. Thus, they once more continue to 
another favorite location, the Televisa station in Chapultepec. Thousands 
(although the numbers are much, much lower now, as many leave when it 
gets dark) march there as well and greet the police forces with shouts of 
“Brothers, your fight is on this side!” All the walls of Televisa are, once 
more, decorated with slogans. After a while, and when it’s nearly 10pm, 
and thus we have marched for about 8 hours, some demand another stop: 
“Let’s go to the Zocalo!” Here, however, some youth intervene to say: 
“Weren’t we rejecting going to the Zocalo from the beginning? This is 
madness! We need direction, we need a plan! We can’t just march 
everywhere!” Thus, the obvious limits of the marching have dawned on 
some only after 8 hours of shouting anger on the streets. The Zocalo plan 
is rejected and people start going home. One of the last things written on 
the Televisa wall: “Until yesterday we were peaceful, now it’s time for the 
revolution!’ 
 
We have indulged in this detailed description of the march in the hope of 
give you, our readers, a sense of the energy and mood on display, a mood 
of defiance and confidence, familiar in the early stages of every mass 
movement. 
 
The day after, Tuesday, similar actions continued, which your 
correspondent couldn’t take part in, including another tens of thousands 
strong march on Televisa and a sit-in in front of IFE in Tlalpan which 
until now – the wee hours of Wednesday morning – are still going on. 
(Some reports speak of this sit-in having ended in ‘violence’ with the 
possible involvement of police and/or army. But, by the time we write 
these lines, this was yet to be confirmed.) 
 
The situation is quite clear: there is a defiant mass movement of tens of 
thousands of youth who are ready to fight the imposition of another 6 
years of bourgeois rule and the return of the PRI. What they lack is a 
direction and leadership that could lead them toward their goals. Will that 
be found in AMLO? 
 
Can AMLO provide leadership? What Way Forward? 
The main reason why AMLO is so widely hated by the Mexican and 
international bourgeoisie is that in 2006, after the most obvious case of 
fraud that prevented him from victory, he dared to defy the bourgeois 
state, symbolized with his slogan, “Devil take your institutions” and led 
more than six weeks of blocking Reform Avenue, the main pathway of 
Mexico City with hundreds of thousands of supporters. That movement 
(an analysis of which can be found on Marxist.com) included 
demonstrations of up to three million people (the largest in the country’s 
history) and was happening at the same time as other movements, like the 



one in the southern state of Oaxaca which lead to a temporary collapse of 
the state, but it eventually failed because of its failure to put the working 
class at its head with an indefinite strike that could have paralyzed the 
country. AMLO’s lack of a bold socialist program was matched by his 
hesitancy to go for such a plan and thus Calderon was finally able to be 
sworn-in as President on December 1, 2006, although he had to enter 
through the back door to escape the masses of protesters in front of the 
National Palace in the Zocalo. The result? Six years of poverty and 
misery, thousands of dead in the disastrous Drugs War and a downward 
spiral toward hell for the Mexican masses. 
 
This time, the camp of the PRD, the Party of Democratic Revolution, (of 
which AMLO represents its left-wing, while it also has a right-wing 
linked to sections of the “liberal” bourgeoisie) was planning on not 
running the ‘embarrassing’ AMLO who had dared to take on the 
bourgeois ‘institutions.’ There was initially a plan to repeat an “Anti-PRI” 
alliance with the conservative PAN (that was done in a few state 
elections), .i.e. either not running a candidate and supporting the PAN or 
running somebody that PANistas could stomach… certainly not Obrador 
who had never accepted the legitimacy of the presidency of PANista 
Calderon. The PRD’s right-wing candidate of choice was Marcelo Ebrard, 
the ‘moderate’ current mayor of Mexico City. AMLO, however, 
threatened to run as the candidate of the smaller PT (Labour Party) if he 
wasn’t allowed to run on the PRD ticket. He also launched the mass 
movement/organization MORENA (Movement for National 
Regeneration) to organize his base. The PRD bureaucrats knew they had 
no chance against a mass-backed AMLO candidacy and conceded in 
supporting him, to the chagrin of many within the bourgeoisie who had 
hoped for a ‘responsible’ PRD as a less-embarrassing alternative to the 
corrupt parties, PRI and PAN. 
 
Obrador, however, made the mistake of drawing the wrong conclusions 
from his 2006 campaign. Instead of now moving toward a clear socialist 
program that could mobilize thousands more of workers, youth and 
peasants, in the ballot boxes and on streets, he went out of his way to 
appear more ‘moderate’ – not a Chavez but a Lula, to use a popular 
analogy. This is even a bigger shame considering the fact that Mexico has 
been the scene of some huge proletarian battles like that of the electrical 
workers, organized in the democratic union SME, in the last few years. 
 
The man who used to refer to himself as the ‘legitimate president’ after 
2006 was now apologetic about that movement, going as far as signing a 
‘civility pact’, promising to bow down to the state institutions. The man 
whose campaign in 2006 had been titled “For the good of all, the poor are 
first” now promised, on every occasion, to be a President “For both poor 
and rich” and referred to his goal as the vague concept of a “Republic of 



Love”. 
 
This led to a truly anemic campaign that had failed, even more than in 
2006, to mobilize the masses, while it also failed to ‘satisfy’ the 
bourgeoisie (Most significantly, The Economist explained plainly that had 
the PRD chosen Ebrard, they would have endorsed him but now they have 
no choice but to back the PRI!) 
 
If the Obrador campaign got the energy that it did – on display with its 
‘end campaign’ march of more than 1.4 million in the Zocalo – it owes 
that not to its ‘moderate’ program but to the fantastic “I am 132” 
movement, the rise of which has been chronicled in our previous articles. 
 
This, however, was a case of ‘too little, too late’. As great as the “I am 
132” movement has been, it remains largely confined to the youth (and 
mostly to students) whereas a movement that could truly penetrate the 
depths of society and the working class needs more time. This lack of 
mobilization (also displayed in the low voter-turnout of 62 percent, which 
is similar to last time) gave more room to the PRI to organize its 
shameless fraud. 
 
In this context, we are right to be skeptical about AMLO leading a durable 
and successful fight against the “imposition”. (He is to be credited with 
having yet not bowed down to the pressure of the bourgeoisie in 
conceding the elections, but nor has he called for a mobilization by 
MORENA à la 2006.) 
 
As a comrade of La Izquierda Socialista, the Marxist wing of MORENA, 
recently noted, Einstein once defined as ‘insanity’ as ‘doing the same 
thing over and over again and expecting different results’. If AMLO’s 
methods failed to overturn the results in 2006, how can we expect the 
same methods, and even more ‘moderate’, to be victorious this time 
around? Especially now that the bourgeois, having learned its lessons 
from 2006, is more ready and has declared a wider margin in the results? 
 
However, at the same time, this time around there are indications that we 
could see a stronger movement. The two main factors are: 1) the 
organization of MORENA, which with three million members, is present 
in every corner of the country, together with its youth and student wing, 
MORENAJE, and its ‘cultural’ wing, “Morena Cultura”, organizing some 
of the most well-known left-wing intellectuals and literary figures in the 
country. 2) There has been the fantastic “I am 132” movement, a very rare 
case of a mass movement against a candidate even before he gains office! 
 
Anybody who says there are not the forces and willingness to fight is 
therefore fooling himself. What is lacking is not the base but a leadership 



that could lead these thousands of ready militants into a campaign that 
bears fruit and stops the PRI in its tracks. 
 
A few hours before these lines were being written, on the invitation of La 
Izquierda Socialista, a public forum took place in the building of the 
CNTE, Section 9, a democratic teachers’ trade union. More than 100 
people, mostly youth, filled the room and took every chair, with many 
standing in the halls. The youth had come from Morena branches, from 
the “I am 132” movement, the universities, etc. The room was swarming 
with the energy of people looking for answers. They bring many points, 
from mentioning cases of obvious fraud in their own locals to offering the 
Iranian and Egyptian revolutionary movements as role models. 
 
Comrades Ubaldo Meneses and Adrian Alvarado, both from LIS, and the 
latter also a militant of Morena in the Polytechnic Institute (IPN), were the 
main speakers of the event who presented a way forward for the 
movement. Ubaldo stressed the critical role of the working class in 
society. He said that a demonstration is, in effect, nothing but a show of 
power, a barometer of the balance of forces. But in reality it hurts nobody, 
except perhaps some disgruntled drivers in the city centre! What is 
needed, instead, is to link the struggle to the working class which, with its 
power, could stop society. Ubaldo echoed LIS’s call for a ‘24-hour 
general strike’ and ended his moving speech by a call to ‘paralyze the 
country’ with worker’s action. 
 
Adrian continued on the same theme by emphasizing the need for all those 
present to raise such a prospect in their respective organizations: branches 
of Morena, “I am 132”, etc. Adrian called for the formation of a “National 
Front against Imposition”, a call that was further clarified in the 
interventions of the comrades of LIS and others. Such a front would unite 
all the forces that are against the prospect of a Pena Nieto presidency into 
a mass movement aimed at stopping him from taking the presidency. 
Adrian noted that this movement should also include those who hadn’t 
necessarily taken part in the elections but want to fight against the 
prospect of the PRI coming back. 
 
Comrade Adrian ended his remarks with what will prove an important 
lesson for the movement: “We have nothing to lose. It’s better if we fight 
and lose than if we don’t fight at all!” Another comrade, Ruben Ribera, 
added to this by saying that even if the movement didn’t succeed at 
stopping Pena Nieto from taking the presidency, there would be a lot at 
stake in continuing the fight against his policies in the coming years. 
 
And this is the spirit of the moment! While we have every reason to doubt 
whether a suitable lead will be given by AMLO and the current leaders of 
the movement (a lead that could mean its success and could stop Pena 



Nieto from assuming the Presidency come December), it is also true that 
they can’t control the current mass movement any longer. This movement 
has arisen out of the depths of Mexican society, as a response to its many 
ills and traumas, and it will continue its march, no matter who is 
President. 
 
When Calderon became President in 2006 after defeating the movement, 
he benefited from a relative economic boom and agreeable international 
economic conditions. The next Mexican president, however, will take 
office amidst the greatest crisis in the history of capitalism and in a period 
of rising revolutionary movements all over the globe. If Pena Nieto 
becomes President and goes forward with his declared goals, such as the 
privatization of PEMEX, the nationalized Mexican Oil industry, he will 
face huge class battles that he will, by no way, be certain of winning. (We 
might also add that based on a projection of current numbers, the PRI will 
not have a majority in both chambers of the Congress which will give it a 
tougher time.) 
 
The slogan of Mexican youth, “If you impose him, there will be a 
revolution”, might seem a bit over-optimistic at this stage, but we are 
absolutely certain of its eventual realization, if not in the coming months, 
in the coming years! 
 
Expose the electoral sham! 
Build The National Front Against Imposition! 
For a 24-hour General Strike!  
The struggle continues! 
(July 4, 2012, 5am, Coyoacan, Mexico City) 
www.marxist.com 
 
 

 

At the crossroads between 'Green Economy' and rights of nature 

 

 

 

Pablo Solon First puublished in Pambazuka 3 July 2012  
 
Under the rhetoric of “green economy”, capitalists are actually attempting 
to use nature as capital, proposing unconvincingly that the only way to 
preserve natural elements such as water and forests is through private 
investment. 
 
Almost one thousand dolphins are lying dead on the beach. Another five 
thousand pelicans have also been found dead. What is the cause of this 
massacre? There are different explanations. Some argue that it was the 



offshore oil exploration while others say that these birds are dying because 
anchovy, their main food, have disappeared as a result of the sudden 
heating of coastal waters due to climate change. 
 
Whatever the explanation, the fact is that during the past months, the 
coasts off Peru have become the silent witness of what the capitalist 
system is doing to Nature. 
 
In the period from 1970 to 2008, the Earth System has lost 30% of its 
biodiversity. In tropical areas, the loss has even been as high as 60%. This 
is not happening by accident. This is the result of an economic system that 
treats nature as a thing, as just a source of resources. For capitalists, nature 
is mainly an object to possess, exploit, transform and especially to profit 
from. 
 
Green economy is about cheating nature while making profit out of it. 
Humanity is at the edge of a cliff. Instead of recognizing that nature is our 
home and that we must respect the rights of all members of Earth's 
community, transnational corporations are promoting more capitalism 
under the misleading name of "green economy." 
 
According to them, the mistake of capitalism that led us to this current 
multiple crises is that the free market had not gone far enough. And so 
with the "green economy," capitalism is going to fully incorporate nature 
as part of capital. They are identifying specific functions of ecosystems 
and biodiversity that can be priced and then brought into a global market 
as "Natural Capital." 
 
In a report of EcosystemMarketplace.com, we can read a brutally frank 
description of what they are after when they speak of Green Economy: 
 
"Given their enormous impact on our daily lives, it's astounding that we 
don't pay more attention, or dollars, to ecosystem services. Ecosystems 
provide trillions of dollars in clean water, flood protection, fertile lands, 
clean air, pollination, disease control - to mention just a few. These 
services are essential to maintaining liveable conditions and are delivered 
by the world's largest utilities. Far larger in value and scale than any 
electric, gas, or water utility could possibly dream of. And the 
infrastructure, or hard assets, that generate these services are simply: 
healthy ecosystems. 
 
So how do we secure this enormously valuable infrastructure and its 
services? The same way we would electricity, potable water, or natural 
gas. We pay for it." 
 
In simple terms, they will no longer just privatize material goods that can 



be taken from nature, such as wood from a forest. Instead, they want to go 
beyond that and privatize the functions and processes of nature, label them 
environmental services, put a price on them and bring them into the 
market. Already in the same report, they have estimated values for these 
environmental services for the years 2014, 2020 and beyond. 
 
To illustrate, look at the leading example of "green economy," the 
program called REDD (Reduction of Emissions from Deforestation and 
Forest Degradation). REDD's purpose is to isolate one function of forests, 
their ability to capture and store carbon, and then measure how much CO2 
it can capture. Once they have estimated the value of the potential carbon 
storage of the forest, carbon credits are issued and sold to rich countries 
and big corporations who use them as offsets, to buy and sell polluting 
permits in the carbon markets. 
 
The new commodities of the REDD market will be financial papers or 
carbon credits, that will account for a certain amount of CO2 that a forest 
has not decreased in it's storage. For example, if Indonesia has a 
deforestation rate of 1,700,000 hectares per year and then next year 
instead of destroying this amount, they only deforest 1, 500,000 hectares, 
they will be able to sell in the REDD market, the carbon credits for the 
amount of CO2 that is stored by the 200, 000 hectares that was not 
deforested. 
 
In essence, REDD provides a monetary incentive for not deforesting. 
However, this incentive has a doubly perverse effect. 
 
First, the company of a country that buys those carbon credits will be able 
to keep polluting and releasing to the atmosphere that amount of CO2 they 
paid for. In other words, carbon credits are polluting permits for the rich. 
 
Second, only countries that reduce their deforestation will be able to put 
carbon credits in the REDD market. So if a region doesn't have 
deforestation, and has always preserved its forest, they will not be able to 
sell any carbon credits from reduction of deforestation. So what is 
happening now, for example, in some parts of Brazil, is that in order to be 
prepared for REDD, trees are being cut with the purpose of increasing the 
deforestation, so that, tomorrow, the reduction of the "deforestation" will 
be higher and the amount of carbon credits that can go into the market will 
be bigger. 
 
The whole system is about cheating nature while making profit from it. 
 
This is just one face of "green economy" for forests. Imagine what will 
happen if and when the same logic is applied to biodiversity, water, soil, 
agriculture, oceans, fishery and so on. Add to this the proposal to perform 



geo-engineering and other new technologies in order to further the 
exploitation, tampering and disruption of nature. 
 
This will open the door to the development of a new speculative market. 
 
This will allow some banks, corporations, brokers and intermediaries to 
make a lot of profit for a number of years until their financial bubble 
explodes, as can be seen with past speculative markets. More importantly, 
though, this market also has a real deadline, because there are limits to 
exploiting the Earth system: passing those limits means devastating our 
home. 
 
In order to promote such an assault on nature, the capitalists have first 
labelled their greed economy as "green economy." Second, they have 
promoted the view that because of multiple global crises, cash strapped 
governments do not have the public money to take care of Nature and that 
the only way to get the billions of dollars needed for the preservation of 
water, forests, biodiversity, agriculture and others is through private 
investment. 
 
The future of Nature relies on the private sector, but the private sector will 
not invest the billions of dollars that they accumulated by exploiting 
labour and nature's wealth, without incentives. And so, governments need 
to offer them this new business of making profit from the processes and 
functions of nature. 
 
Most promoters of "green economy" are very straightforward on this: if 
there is no pricing of some functions of nature, new market mechanisms 
and guarantees for their profit, the private sector will not invest in 
ecosystem services and biodiversity. 
 
"We cannot command nature except by obeying her" 
 
The "green economy" will be absolutely destructive because it is premised 
on the principle that the transfusion of the rules of market will save nature. 
As the philosopher Francis Bacon has said, we cannot command nature 
except by obeying her. 
 
Instead of putting a price on Nature, we need to recognize that humans are 
part of Nature and that Nature is not a thing to possess or a mere supplier 
of resources. The Earth is a living system, it is our home and it is a 
community of interdependent beings and parts of one whole system. 
 
Nature has its own rules that govern its integrity, interrelationships, 
reproduction and transformation, and these rules have worked for millions 
of years. States and society must respect and assure that rules of nature 



prevail and are not disrupted. This means we need to recognize that our 
Mother Earth also has rights. 
 
Scientists have been telling us that we are all part of an Earth System that 
includes the atmosphere, the biosphere, the lithosphere, and the 
hydrosphere. We humans are just one element of the biosphere. So why 
would it be that only we humans have rights and all the rest are just 
materials for human life? 
 
To speak of equilibrium in our Earth system is to speak of rights for all 
parts of the system. These rights are not identical for all beings or parts of 
the Earth System, since not all the elements are identical. But to think that 
only humans should enjoy privileges while other living things are simply 
objects is the worst mistake. 
 
Why should we only respect the laws of human beings and not those of 
nature? Why do we call the person who kills his neighbour a criminal, but 
not he who extinguishes a species or contaminates a river? Why do we 
judge the life of human beings with parameters different from those that 
guide the life of the system as a whole if all of us, absolutely all of us, rely 
on the life of the Earth System? 
 
There is a contradiction in recognizing only rights of humans while all the 
rest of the Earth system is reduced to a business opportunity in the "green 
economy." 
 
Decades ago, to talk about slaves having the same rights as everyone else 
seemed like the same heresy that it is now to talk about glaciers, or 
dolphins, or rivers, or trees, or orangutans as having rights. 
 
In an interdependent system in which human beings are only one 
component of the whole, it is not possible to only recognize the rights of 
the human part without instigating an imbalance in the system. To 
guarantee human rights and to restore harmony with nature, it is necessary 
to effectively recognize and apply the rights of Nature. 
 
Nature cannot be submitted to the wills of markets or a laboratory. The 
answer for the future lies not in scientific inventions that try to cheat 
nature but in our capacity to listen to nature. Science and technology are 
capable of everything including destroying the world itself. It is time to 
stop geo-engineering and all artificial manipulation of the climate, 
biodiversity and seeds. Humans are not gods. 
 
The capitalist system is out of control. Like a virus it’s going to kill the 
body that feeds it. It is damaging the Earth System in ways that will make 
human life as we know it impossible. 



 
We need to overthrow capitalism and develop a system that is based on 
the Community of the Earth. 
www.pambazuka.org 
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World economy: Riding the double-dipper 

 

 

 

Capitalist leaders are in disarray as they strive and fail to get to grips 
with the eurozone crisis and its threat to the global economy 
Lynn Walsh, from Socialism Today, magazine of the Socialist Party (CWI 
in England & Wales) 
2 July 2012 
 
Capitalist leaders are in disarray as they strive and fail to get to grips with 
the eurozone crisis and its threat to the global economy. Neither the G20 
summit in Mexico, nor crisis talks in Rome offered any solutions, as 
politicians and economists desperately try to hang on to the eurozone 
roller-coaster. LYNN WALSH reports.  
 
Once again, the eurozone crisis dominated the G20 meeting of world 
capitalist leaders (Los Cabos, Mexico, 18-19 June). Yet again, the meeting 
concluded with a bland communiqué with no concrete measures to tackle 
either the eurozone crisis or the deepening global crisis. Barack Obama, 
facing presidential elections in November, desperately called on the 
eurozone leaders to resolve the debt crisis and temper austerity measures 
with ‘growth policies’. European leaders, on the other hand, noted that 



Obama has not been able to promote a further stimulus package in the US 
because of Republican opposition in the Congress. Moreover, they warned 
that the US’s own debt burden, with the threat of colossal spending cuts in 
2013, could push the US – and the world economy – over the edge of the 
abyss.  
 
Only three of the G7 countries (Canada, the US and Germany) have got 
back to their pre-crisis peak of production. Now US growth is petering 
out, while there is either stagnation or recession in the eurozone (with 
Germany now sliding into recession). In 2007-08, the housing mortgage 
crisis triggered a worldwide banking and financial crisis. Now the 
sovereign debt crisis holds both European governments and the major 
banks in the thrall of financial turmoil. Greece and Spain in particular are 
like time-bombs which could detonate a major explosion at any time.  
 
Eurozone crisis  
The Rome meeting (22 June) of the leaders of the eurozone’s big four 
economies (Germany, France, Italy and Spain) demonstrated that the 
eurozone crisis is no nearer to resolution. They announced a €130 billion 
‘growth package’, but with very limited new money. They remained 
divided on the most acute issue, the continuing credit crisis.  
 
Mario Monti, François Hollande and Mariano Rajoy called for the use of 
the eurozone’s bail-out funds to “stabilise financial markets”. They want 
to authorise the European Financial Stability Facility (EFSF), and later the 
European Stability Mechanism (ESM) to intervene directly to support 
shaky banks. They also propose that the rescue funds should be able to 
buy the debt of ‘virtuous’ countries to support their bonds (presumably 
‘virtuous’ means any eurozone country except Greece). Angela Merkel, 
however, opposed these proposals, once again highlighting the 
contradiction within the eurozone between a common currency and the 
national interests of member states.  
 
“There was an agreement among all of us”, claimed Spain’s prime 
minister, Rajoy, “to use any necessary mechanism to obtain financial 
stability in the eurozone”. Responding to Merkel’s call for accelerated 
steps towards a fiscal union, Hollande said there could be “no transfer of 
sovereignty without an improvement in solidarity”, continuing to advocate 
the need for mutualisation of eurozone debt, through eurobonds or some 
other mechanism. Solidarity, responded Merkel, was possible only with 
serious controls and collective oversight: “You cannot have guarantees 
without control”.  
 
“It’s not that I do not want to provide help, but the treaties are set up in 
such a way that the governments are the partners”, Merkel said. In other 
words, the eurozone (or the European Union for that matter) is an 



inter-governmental organisation, not a federal state. Moreover, Germany 
has to finance around 30% of any eurozone intervention, and has so far 
contributed approximately €300 billion to the various bailouts. 
“Germany’s strength is not infinite, its powers are not unlimited”, 
protested Merkel in Rome.  
 
At the G20 meeting in Mexico, Obama and Christine Lagarde, head of the 
International Monetary Fund, were calling on the eurozone leaders to take 
urgent action to resolve the crisis, which is increasingly becoming a drag 
on the world economy. But even the terms of the bailout of the Spanish 
banks have not yet been fully resolved. It was agreed for the eurozone to 
provide up to €100 billion to stabilise the Spanish banks. But there is no 
agreement on the procedure. Rajoy, Hollande and Monti are calling for the 
funds to go directly to the banks so they do not add to Spain’s sovereign 
debt (which would further undermine the country’s credit rating). Merkel, 
however, is insisting that the bail-out funds are channelled through the 
Spanish government. This explains why Spain’s borrowing costs remain 
well over 6% and have gone over 7% a number of times (compared, for 
instance, with 1.45% for France). Moreover, some eurozone leaders are 
insisting that the loans to Spain from the EFSF or the ESM will have 
‘seniority’, in other words, in the event of default they will have priority 
as far as repayment is concerned. This leads investors in the bond market 
to regard Spanish debt as even more of a risk, as they are demoted when it 
comes to credit or repayment in the event of default.  
 
Like the low-cost, long-term credit recently provided to European banks 
by the European Central Bank, bail-out funds for the Spanish banks are 
likely to have a very limited, short-lived effect on the crisis.  
 
Up until quite recently, the ECB was actively intervening to soften the 
eurozone credit crunch. It was buying eurozone government bonds, which 
tended to keep borrowing costs lower than they would otherwise be. Since 
June 2010, when the ECB started this ‘securities market programme’, the 
bank has bought €210.5 billion of bonds. However, in recent weeks the 
bank stopped the SMP programme, despite the fact that Spain’s bonds 
yields soared.  
 
The ECB also launched the Longer-Term Refinancing Operations 
(LTROs), allowing eurozone banks to borrow huge amounts from the 
ECB at low interest rates (and on the basis of a wide range of collateral). 
Among other things, this allowed banks to buy government bonds, a 
backdoor way of the ECB supporting eurozone governments. Early in 
June, however, the ECB changed its policy, refusing to buy any more 
government bonds. ECB officials indicated that they now regarded as the 
task of the EFSF and the ESM to buy eurozone government bonds.  
 



The ECB’s change of policy reflects, among other things, the pressure of 
the German government and others who oppose providing unlimited credit 
to debtor countries (as creditor countries like Germany would have to pick 
up the bill).  
 
The impasse of the eurozone is shown by the ESM, which is still not up 
and running. In effect, Hollande, Monti and others are proposing that (as 
the ECB does not act as a ‘bank of last resort’, backing the debts of major 
governments) the ESM would act as a bank, with powers to directly 
support floundering banks or provide additional bail-out funds to eurozone 
governments. Merkel opposes this. Moreover, the ESM has yet to be 
approved by the German parliament, and this may be delayed for some 
time by a challenge to its constitutional legality in the German 
constitutional court.  
 
Merkel’s position reflects that of a section of the German capitalists, who 
are increasingly resentful at being called on to bail out the weaker 
economies (despite the advantages that Germany gained from being 
within the eurozone). Recent opinion polls show that 55% of German 
voters wish that Germany had kept the Deutschmark. This opposition to 
the eurozone will grow in the coming months.  
 
In Rome, the big four announced a new €130 billion ‘growth fund’, which 
will be discussed by the European Council (Brussels, 28-29 June). €130 
billion is about 1% of the eurozone gross domestic product, and might 
seem quite impressive at first sight. However, on closer inspection it 
appears to be quite a feeble package. “The €130 billion would appear to 
represent a sum that might be raised or redirected from existing funds, 
rather than any commitment to new money”. (John Hooper, Guardian, 23 
June) There is the promise of EU-financed infrastructure projects, but no 
concrete details. The Financial Times (22 June) commented: “Nicholas 
Spiro, a sovereign risk analyst, said the ‘rehashed’ European growth 
compact was ‘another example of eurozone leaders desperately trying to 
paper over their differences while failing to address the issue which 
concerns investors the most: shoring up the sovereign debt markets of 
Spain and Italy’.” (Eurozone Rift Deepens Over Debt Crisis)  
 
In an editorial (22 June) the Financial Times warned: “Clock ticking for 
the euro’s leaders”. Among other gloomy things for European capitalists, 
they point to Greek time-bomb: “Financial markets” (that is, big financial 
speculators) “took scant relief in the victory of one Greek party [New 
Democracy] that wants to renegotiate the country’s rescue deal over 
another [Syriza] that wants to reject it outright”.  
 
The new prime minister, Antonis Samaras, leader of New Democracy, is 
now demanding that the implementation of austerity measures already 



agreed in return for two bail-out packages should be postponed for two 
years. It is estimated that this would require a further €20 billion in 
bail-out funds. On this, as on everything else, the eurozone leaders are 
divided. Hollande and others are in favour of giving Greece more time, 
while Merkel and others are opposed to any relaxation of the austerity 
measures. In reality, the only issue is timing: the debts piled on to Greece 
supposedly to provide a way out of its debt crisis, are unsustainable. 
Despite New Democracy’s narrow victory, there will be further explosive 
movements of the Greek working class and middle class against the 
barbaric austerity measures being imposed on the country.  
 
If the big four cannot reach agreement on crucial issues, there is no chance 
of the European Council coming up with solutions. The election of 
Hollande in France has strengthened the demand for less austerity and 
greater promotion of growth, still implacably opposed by Merkel and her 
allies. This deadlock means prolonged stagnation or another downturn, 
which in turn means continuous political and economic crisis. Capitalist 
leaders fear the breakup of the eurozone, which would have incalculable 
repercussions in Europe and throughout the world economy. But the 
contradictory forces bottled up in the eurozone are working in the 
direction of partial breakup, if not total breakup somewhere down the line. 
 
Gloomy global prospects  
The outlook for global capitalism is indeed gloomy. Since April/May this 
year there have been growing indications of a new downturn in the world 
economy. There are a number of overlapping and interrelated elements of 
crisis:  
 
The burden of debt: The high level of public and private debt and attempts 
to reduce debt (‘deleveraging’) is restricting the flow of credit and 
depressing consumer demand and investment. For the OECD area, 
government budget deficits averaged -2.1% during 1999-2008. In 2009 
this shot up to -8.1% and is still currently -5.3%. The aggregate national 
debt for the OECD area has continued to increase, and is now 108.6% of 
GDP. Household debt (gross debt-to-disposable income) is also very high. 
For the euro area, for instance, the pre-boom level in 2000 was 85.3% but 
is now 107.9%. Company debt continues to be high. For non-financial 
companies (debt-to-GDP ratio) was 78.8% whereas it is now 96.8%. For 
financial corporations the debt ratio is even higher: it was 269.1% in 2000 
and is now 381.7%. These figures are unsustainable on the basis of weak 
or completely stagnant growth, and carry the threat of increasing defaults 
in both the household and company sectors.  
 
Mass unemployment: Unemployment remains catastrophically high. This 
is an effect of the downturn, but reinforces it through weakened consumer 
demand, reduced tax revenues, and increased costs of unemployment 



benefits.  
 
In the EU (27 states) there are 24.6 million unemployed men and women, 
of whom 17.4 million are in the euro area (17). This is a jobless rate of 
11% in the eurozone, 10% in the EU. In a number of countries the 
situation is much worse: in Spain the unemployment rate is 24.3%, in 
Greece 21.7%. Youth unemployment for both these countries is a 
catastrophic 50%.  
 
Global unemployment is a devastating indictment of capitalism. 
According to the ILO there are now 200 million jobless people 
internationally (up from 175 million in 2000). There are 75 million young 
people unemployed, an increase of four million since 2007.  
 
A joint ILO/OECD paper for the G20 summit in Mexico says “G20 
countries would need to create 21 million jobs in 2012 in order to return to 
pre-crisis employment levels…” “If unemployment continues to grow at 
the current rate of 1.5%, it will be impossible to close the approximately 
21 million jobs gap that has been accumulated across the G20 since the 
onset of the crisis in 2008”. (ILO press release, 16 May)  
 
The ILO director general warned (30 May) in coded language of the threat 
of a social explosion due to mass, long-term unemployment, especially of 
the youth. “The austerity-only course to fiscal consolidation is leading to 
economic stagnation, job loss, reduced [social] protection, and huge 
human costs, undermining those social values which Europe pioneered. 
While trying to reduce the public debt, unsuccessfully by the way, a social 
debt is building up that will also have to be paid”.  
 
Fiscal austerity  
The policy of ‘fiscal consolidation’, aiming at the short-term reduction of 
budget deficits and accumulated national debt through spending cuts and 
tax increases – especially taxes like VAT which hit working-class 
consumers hardest – is depressing growth, especially in Europe. “Fiscal 
austerity responses to deal with rising public debts are further deterring 
economic growth, which in turn is making a return to debt sustainability 
all the more difficult”. (UN Update, World Economic Situation and 
Prospects, mid-2012)  
 
The UN economists responsible for this report take a much more 
Keynesian view of the situation than most European leaders: “On the 
fiscal front, the current policies in developed economies, especially in 
Europe, are heading into the wrong direction, driving the economies 
further into crisis and increasing the risk of renewed global downturn. The 
severe fiscal austerity programmes implemented in many European 
countries, combined with mildly contractionary policies in others such as 



Germany and France, carry the risk of creating a vicious downward spiral, 
with enormous economic and social costs. Under current conditions, 
characterised by weak private sector activity and poor investor and 
consumer confidence, simultaneous fiscal retrenchment across Europe has 
become self-defeating as massive public expenditure cuts will further push 
up unemployment, with negative effects on growth and fiscal revenue”.  
 
Bank crisis and continued credit squeeze  
The banking crisis continues, with a recent sharp fall in bank lending. 
Following the 2008 financial sector crisis, the US banks were recapitalised 
(that is, their capital reserves were built up) through the government’s 
TARP programme, implemented in the dying days of the Bush regime and 
approved by Obama. This bailout provoked enormous public anger in the 
US, but largely stabilised the US banks. In Europe, on the other hand, the 
recapitalisation has been partial and patchy. The ECB has relieved many 
banks of a slice of their dodgy government bonds. Yet banks have been 
recently using cheap ECB credit (under the LTROs) to buy more risky 
government bonds. At the same time, under the new ‘Basel III’ banking 
rules, the banks are forced to build up bigger capital reserves than in the 
past. They have also become wary of lending either to business or to other 
banks, and this has led to a recent tightening of the credit squeeze.  
 
According to a recent article in the International Herald Tribune (5 June), 
worldwide bank lending has plummeted: “International lending by global 
banks in the fourth quarter of last year fell by the largest amount since the 
collapse of Lehman Brothers in 2008, according to data released Monday 
by the Bank for International Settlements… In total, financial firms cut 
foreign lending by $799 billion in the last three months of 2011…” 
Around 80% of the reduction came from the so-called interbank market 
where institutions lend money to one another. “The pull back in credit, 
particularly amongst banks themselves, is the latest effort by financial 
institutions to reduce exposure to the global economic slowdown. It also 
raises concerns that the unwillingness of banks to lend money to each 
other may have an effect on the broader economy, as businesses are 
unable to obtain new financing”. The Basel III rules are aimed at making 
banks more resilient to future financial crisis, but in the short run they are 
compounding the immediate problems faced by the financial sector.  
 
Big corporations hoard cash 
While some companies (especially small and medium) are hit by the credit 
squeeze, big corporations internationally are hoarding cash rather than 
investing it in new productive capacity. In the UK, non-financial 
companies are estimated to be holding £731.4 billion of cash reserves. In 
the eurozone, cash hoards are estimated at around €2 trillion, while in the 
US non-financial companies hold more than $2 trillion in cash and other 
liquid assets. The big corporations evidently cannot find sufficient 



opportunities for profitable investment. This reflects a growing trend since 
the end of the post-war upswing (1950-73). (See: Corporate Cash 
Hoarders Stunt Growth, Socialism Today No.158, May 2012) Without 
investment by the major corporations, there will be no growth, the current 
stagnation will continue, and it will become increasingly difficult to 
reduce the burden of debt.  
 
The price of oil and geopolitical risk: The price of oil soared to around 
$140 a barrel on the eve of the 2008 financial crash and then plummeted 
in 2009-10. However, despite the stagnation of the world economy, the oil 
price rose 40% to reach an all-time high average yearly price of $111 a 
barrel in 2011, and rose even more in early 2012 (to around $120p/b). 
This was due to a combination of continued demand from China, Brazil, 
etc, on the one hand, and supply restrictions on the other, particularly due 
to sanctions against Iran. Since then, demand has slackened, and Opec has 
increased its output. Analysts at Credit Suisse recently predicted that the 
oil price could decline to around $50 a barrel this year. The decline in oil 
price has already resulted in a reduction of inflation. Oil prices also have a 
big effect on food prices, because of transport and fertiliser costs, etc. 
Other commodity prices have also declined because of weakening demand 
from China, which will hit commodity producers like Brazil, Australia, 
Canada, etc. However, sanctions against Syria, continued sanctions 
against Iran, and the possibility of further upheaval in the Middle East 
could push up oil prices again, even during a downturn.  
 
World trade  
After recovering from a steep fall in 2009, world trade appeared to 
rebound in 2010. It grew in real terms at an average of 6.7% a year during 
1999-2008, but plummeted to -10.7% in 2009. It recovered to 12.8% in 
2010, but fell to 6% in 2011, and is only expected to grow by around 4% 
this year. The World Trade Organisation and other organisations are 
sounding alarms about creeping protectionism. In April, the WTO 
reported that since mid-October 2011, the G20 economies had added 124 
new restrictive measures affecting about 1% of world imports. (Increase in 
Barriers to Trade, New York Times, 22 June) Global Trade Alert, an 
independent organisation, reports that “protectionist actions including 
tariff increases, export restrictions and skewed regulatory changes were 
much higher in 2010 and 2011 than previously thought, with many more 
in the pipeline”. (Protectionist Fears Highlighted, Financial Times, 14 
June) “The world trading system”, comments Global Trade Alert, “did not 
settle down to low levels of protectionism after the spike in 
beggar-thy-neighbour policies in 2009”. In a period of economic 
stagnation, or downswing, trade restrictions will become more and more 
prevalent, reinforcing economic stagnation.  
 
US recovery falters 



The US is one of the few major economies to have surpassed its 2008 
peak. The peak-to-trough fall was -5.1% and, at the beginning of this year, 
it was +1.2% above the previous peak. However, recovery has been very 
weak and uneven, particularly regarding unemployment. After growing 
3% in 2010, growth fell to 1.7% in 2011 and is showing signs of petering 
out this year. Consumer spending, which accounts for around 70% of the 
US economy, has been hit by the enormous losses in household income 
suffered by millions of Americans. The Federal Reserve bank recently 
reported that “the median family’s net worth dropped 38.8% during the 
three-year period [2007-10]… the biggest drop in net worth since the 
survey started in 1989”. The average American still earns less than six 
years ago, even allowing for inflation. (American Suffered Record 
Decline in Wealth, Reuters, 11 June)  
 
Recently, manufacturing activity has slowed down, particularly in capital 
goods, reflecting the decline in demand from Europe in particular, one of 
the US’s major markets. The weak US recovery, moreover, has been a 
‘jobless’ recovery. There are officially 12.7 million unemployed workers 
in the US, with eight million part-time workers who really need full-time 
jobs. Growth in (non-farm) jobs averaged 226,000 in the first three 
months of 2012 but has slowed to 73,000 in the last two months. The 
dismal news of only 69,000 jobs being created in May was taken as a sign 
of renewed recession – and led to a dip in world stock exchanges.  
 
China slows  
The Chinese economy remained a locomotive of growth during the global 
downturn. Its average GDP growth during 2006-09 was 11.4% and 
remained at 10.4% during 2010. This was very largely due to the huge 
stimulus package implemented by the regime. It is estimated by Gary 
Shilling of Bloomberg that China’s stimulus package was the equivalent 
of 12% of GDP (compared with the US stimulus in 2009 of 6% of GDP). 
However, in the first quarter of this year, China’s growth fell to around 
8% and is expected to slow even further this year. This partly reflects a 
tightening of credit by the regime last year to try to curb inflation, but it 
also reflects the beginnings of a sharp decline in the property bubble, and 
a decline in exports because of the slowing of the world economy. A 
slowdown in China would reduce its demand for commodities, leading to 
a general fall in commodity prices (already underway), which would 
especially hit commodity exporters such as Brazil, Australia, Canada, etc.  
 
Chinese government officials admit that official statistics underestimate 
the slowdown in output. Figures, for instance, for electricity demand, 
which is a proxy for output growth, indicate an even sharper slowdown. 
The Chinese regime has loosened its credit policy and indicated that there 
will be new stimulus measures. However, it is doubtful, given the huge 
debts accumulated on the basis of the last stimulus package, that it will be 



on the same scale as before. Moreover, this downturn coincides with the 
changeover in the top party leadership (and follows the Bo Xilai scandal). 
Reduced growth carries the threat of more intense political conflict within 
China, which could in turn undermine growth even more. This would have 
a profound effect on the global economy.  
 
European stagnation/crisis 
The crisis in European capitalism has become a major factor in the trend 
towards global downturn this year. The EU countries are likely to tally 
zero growth this year, while the eurozone will experience negative growth 
(currently predicted by the UN at -0.3% but probably deeper). At the same 
time, the threat of a default by a major European country or the fracturing 
of the eurozone (for example, through a Greek default) has had a major 
effect on global financial markets. The decline in demand for the exports 
of major economies like the US and China has had a depressing effect on 
global output.  
 
The limits of monetary policy 
In the absence of further stimulus policies (Obama’s proposals have been 
blocked by the Republican-dominated Congress) capitalist governments 
have relied on monetary policy, with low, near-zero interest rates and 
huge injections of credit into the system. This has mainly been done 
through the policy of ‘quantitative easing’ (QE), the contemporary 
equivalent of printing money, and various other ‘unconventional’ 
monetary measures.  
 
QE has been described as ‘monetary morphine’, a drug that eases the pain, 
becomes addictive, but fails to cure the underlying sickness. 
Ultra-expansionary monetary policy has failed to produce growth, but it 
has probably prevented the world economy from slipping into a major 
slump. However, the policy is subject to diminishing returns.  
 
The US Federal Reserve led the way with over $2.6 trillion-worth of QE, 
through buying US government bonds and other financial assets (such as 
securitised mortgages). However, the Fed has come under increasing 
attack from Republican ‘inflation hawks’, who believe, contrary to current 
trends, that QE will lead to accelerated inflation. This is unlikely in the 
next period, given massive overcapacity in the global economy and the 
weakness of consumer and investment demand. Ben Bernanke, the head 
of the Fed, has hesitated to resort to more QE, preferring to rely on 
‘Operation Twist’, the replacement of short-term US government bonds 
by long-term bonds, which is estimated to inject $267 billion into the 
economy through lowering interest rates. The continued slowdown of the 
economy and lower inflation, however, will almost certainly produce 
another round of QE in the US.  
 



The Bank of England has implemented £325 billion of QE. As in the US, 
however, the bank has hesitated to introduce a new round. Instead, it has 
recently offered a package of cheap loans to banks (totalling £100bn) on 
condition they increase their lending to businesses. No doubt, there will be 
more QE to come.  
 
The ECB has avoided the term quantitative easing, but nevertheless has 
implemented measures that are very similar: €2 trillion of government 
bond purchases and cheap loans to banks (under the LTROs). However, 
the ECB has recently stopped buying eurozone government bonds in an 
effort to force the eurozone leaders to activate the two rescue funds, the 
EFSF and the new ESM.  
 
Expanding the money supply has been described as ‘pushing on a piece of 
string’. If businesses are not prepared to invest and consumers have no 
money to buy, a looser money supply will not produce growth. This is 
admitted by Paul Tucker, a deputy governor of the Bank of England, who 
recently said: “QE has miserably failed to generate the sort of growth in 
broad money that the bank has said it was targeting back in 2009”. The 
massive expansion of central banks’ balance sheets has failed to generate 
the sort of impact on broad money that could be expected. (Paul Tucker, 
On Why QE Isn’t Working, Financial Times, 13 June) Tucker advocates a 
broader monetary policy, which would include the Bank of England 
buying up financial assets (such as mortgages) that would pump money 
into businesses and households.  
 
A period of depression  
Without fully recovering from the 2007-09 slump, the world capitalist 
economy is sliding into a new downturn. This stagnation is symptomatic 
of a depression, not as deep or severe as the 1930s but, nevertheless, a 
period of weak investment and growth, mass unemployment and increased 
tension between capitalist rivals. The Financial Times columnist, Martin 
Wolf, describes it as a “contained depression”. (Panic Has Become All 
Too Rational, 5 June) “Worse”, he writes, “forces for another downswing 
are building, above all in the eurozone. Meanwhile policymakers are 
making huge errors”.  
 
By this he means their insistence on savage austerity measures which 
stand in the way of recovery. Hollande’s modest proposals for a 
Keynesian-type stimulus package have been described as a ‘faux pas’ by 
the Financial Times. His suggestion of higher taxes on big business and 
the wealthy have been met with howls of anguish.  
 
Capitalist leaders are in complete disarray. “What would happen”, Wolf 
asks, “if a country left the eurozone? Nobody knows. Might even 
Germany consider exit? Nobody knows. What is the long-run strategy for 



exit from the crises? Nobody knows. Given such uncertainty, panic is, 
alas, rational... Before now, I had never really understood how the 1930s 
could happen. Now I do”.  
www.socialistworld.net/doc/5829 
 
 

 

 


