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M arch 8 will see women worldwide rally to 
celebrate International Women’s Day. We hope 
that millions will respond to the call for a global 
women’s strike, as they did last year in Spain, 
in Latin America, in 50 countries in all. In 
Spain, they were joined by rank and file trade 
unionists who initiated actual strike action.

A central purpose of the Women’s Global Strike organisers 
is to make visible not only women’s work in the factories, on the 
land, in hospitals, schools, shops and offices but also the unpaid 
labour women perform every day in the home.

Over the last few years, Latin America has seen mass 
movements against femicide, like “Ni una menos (“Not one 
woman less”) in Argentina or “Ele Não (Not him)” against Jair 
Bolsonaro in Brazil. In the United States, millions mobilised for 
the women’s marches against Trump and his sexist agenda.

In India, Pakistan, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka, millions 
demonstrated against sweated labour in factories, the special 
economic zones and on the plantations. India has seen 
campaigns against rape and murder or against reactionary 
religious bans on women. Female workers played an important 
role in the great Indian general strike 150 million strong in 
January.

In Europe, huge movements in defence of abortion rights 
took to the streets in Poland, Ireland and Spain, clashing with 
the forces of reactionary populism and the church.

Worldwide, women still earn less than men, often less 
than half the wages of male workers in the same branch of the 
economy. They are more frequently forced into low waged work, 
on short-term and extremely precarious contracts, making 
the double burden of super-exploitation at the workplace and 
childcare and housework at home.

In addition, neo-liberalism has undermined or even 
destroyed many of the social gains achieved by the women’s 
and workers’ movements. Attacks on welfare, the privatisation 
and commercialisation of social services, from health, child 
care, education, care for the elderly to public transport, all 
affect women, reinforcing and increasing the double burden of 
unpaid housework and low paid work in the factories, fields and 
sweat-shops.

Migrant women and refugees are denied even the basis 
democratic rights of the citizens of the countries where they 
seek work and refuge. Fleeing wars, invasions, violence and 

super-exploitation in the countries they come from, they face 
racism, abuse and super-exploitation in the countries where 
they seek refuge.

The rise of reactionary forces, for example, after the bloody 
counterrevolutions that defeated the Arab Spring, and the 
rise of a global far right, of right wing populisms, of religious 
fundamentalism of all sorts and even of fascism, goes hand in 
hand with a global onslaught on women’s rights.

Figures like Bolsonaro aim to drive women back into a 
subservient role, strengthen a gender based reactionary social 
division of labour and stigmatise lesbian and transgender 
women through media attacks on “genderism” and feminism.

This global onslaught needs a global response. The struggle 
against women’s oppression and the linked oppression of 
LGBT-people constitutes a key part of the global struggle 
against neo-liberal attacks, capitalist exploitation, the rise of 
racism, environmental destruction and the threat of war and 
occupations.

For the media and upper class women, March 8 is treated 
as a “celebration” of “how far we have come” - a smug self-
satisfaction with their individual “achievements”. In fact it still 
needs to be an angry and militant demonstration of how far we 
still have to go to attain equality. It needs to be a warning to the 
reactionaries around the world. In the words of women in the 
South African struggle against Apartheid, “when you strike the 
woman, you strike a rock!”

To deliver this crushing response we need to set about 
rebuilding a global women’s movement, oriented above all to 
working women, in the field, the factory and the home. It needs 
to unite all those who suffer oppression not only as women but 
as women of colour, as lesbian, trans and intersex women, too.

We need to transcend the quarrels and divisions arising from 
narrow identity politics and inflamed by the academic fads of 
post-modernism, post Marxism, post feminism. It is the unity 
of the working classes, taking up the causes of all the oppressed, 
that can overthrow capitalism and uproot exploitation, racism, 
patriarchy, environmental destruction, imperialist plunder and 
war. It is the foundation of women’s liberation.

• All out on International Women’s Day!
• For a new global working class women’s movement!
• Link the struggle for women’s and LGBT liberation with 

the struggle against capitalism!

EDITORIAL

 We need a ·
 working class ·
 women’s movement · 
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L abour suffered its first split 
in 38 years on 18 February, 
when Chuka Umunna and 
six other MPs resigned the 
Labour Party whip to form 
the Independent Group, 
TIG. They were soon 

joined by Joan Ryan MP and three 
Tories, including Anna Soubry, thereby 
revealing the coordinated, cross-party 
basis for the new group.

This split is not to be regretted at 
all; it is long overdue. The calibre of its 
members is pitiful.

Chuka has had more flip-flops 
over Brexit than a seaside beach store: 
supporting a Remain vote, declaring 
straight after the referendum his 
support for a harder Brexit, allowing 
for more immigration controls, before 
adopting his current position for a 
second referendum to remain. His only 
guiding principle is to return Labour 
to its former Blairite days or, as now 
seems to be the case, to build a new 
party with disgruntled Tories.

Angela Smith, the TIG’s transport, 
local government, housing, energy 
and environment spokesperson 
(!), disgraced herself immediately, 
referring to Black and minority ethnic 
(BAME) people having a “funny 
tinge”. Her only previous impact on 
parliament was to put a motion against 
revealing parliamentary expenses. She 
lost. It was later revealed she had asked 
the taxpayer to pay for four new beds 
in her one-bedroom flat.

The only immediate downside is 
that the traitors, who don’t even have 
the guts to put themselves up for a vote 
in a by-election, now represent eight 
Labour constituencies.

The danger the TIG poses is 
not that it will, as it stands, gain a 
significant number of MPs – and an 
election is not even within sight – 
but that it could grow with a second 
split. The Parliamentary Labour Party, 
PLP, is not exactly short of candidates 
and a YouGov poll put the TIG on 18 
percent and Labour on 23 percent, 
so that danger is smouldering, not 
extinguished.

The aim of the remaining rightists 
in the Labour Party, led by deputy 
leader Tom Watson, is to continually 
press for concessions from the Corbyn 
leadership. They have openly declared 
their sympathy for the splitters, 
even giving them an ovation at the 
subsequent PLP meeting.

Watson almost immediately 
declared a Social Democratic Faction 
to co-ordinate the rebellion. His chief 
demand has been for a front bench 
reshuffle to allow right wingers who 
resigned to return, presumably on 
their own terms, thereby creating dual 
power in the shadow cabinet.

Their timing, when the Tory 
government is falling apart and Brexit 
is at its crucial stage, is deliberate. 
Shadow Chancellor John McDonnell 
provided them with ammo when he 
declared the party needed to undergo 
a “mammoth listening exercise”. We 
can be sure he meant listening to the 
disloyal MPs, not the rank and file 
members, who again are left voiceless.

Institutionally anti-Semitic?
The right’s chosen weapon is the charge 
of antisemitism. Luciana Berger is one 
of the most high-profile of the defectors 
and has suffered some horrific online 

abuse, which has led to the jailing of 
two members of the far right. Her claim 
that the Labour Party is “institutionally 
antisemitic”, however, is not backed 
up by any evidence and is way off the 
mark.

Indeed, General Secretary Jennie 
Formby had reported on 11 February 
on progress in investigating 1,136 
accusations of antisemitism in the past 
10 months. She found that 433 of them 
were not about party members, 220 
of them lacked any evidence, 93 led 
to suspensions and 12 to expulsions. 
Out of 500,000 members. Hardly 
institutional, however worrying they 
certainly are.

However, the scorn poured on 
Jennie was vitriolic. Berger and three 
other MPs immediately wrote to 
Corbyn, demanding more – more 
what? Expulsions? When Berger 
subsequently resigned, Watson 
referred to her demands approvingly, 
calling it “the most shameful day” in 
Labour’s history.

Again Corbyn caved in, proposing 
Tony Blair’s old mentor Lord Falconer 
(yet to take up the offer) to oversee 
Formby’s investigation. Again, Watson 
called for more, inviting all Labour 
Party members to copy him in when 
sending in their complaints on this 
issue, which, as Jennie Formby pointed 
out, would put the party in jeopardy 
of GDPR regulations but had the 
(desired) effect of casting discredit on 
her team.

Then Chris Williamson MP finally 
snapped. The Derby North MP told 
a Sheffield Momentum meeting, in 
reference to the demonisation of 
Labour as a racist party,

“I have got to say I think our party’s 
response has been partly responsible 
for that, because in my opinion… we 
have backed off too much, we have 
given too much ground, we have been 
too apologetic.”

For this, 38 MPs demanded his 
suspension … which was duly granted, 
again.

Whatever one thinks of the wisdom 
of such words in these febrile times, 
two things can be said. It is not, and 
Chris Williamson is not, antisemitic. 
And insofar as Williamson is referring 
to a systematic weakness in the 
party’s leadership being its continual 
backsliding on policy – because it’s 
not antisemitism that concerns the 
right, they were quite happy to cheer 
the departing racist Frank Fields when 
that rat jumped ship, but Corbyn’s 

Jeremy Corbyn’s strategy of compromise 
with the right has simply encouraged them 

- it ’s time for members to take a stand.  
BY JEREMY DEWAR

The crisis that 
won’t go away

DOMESTIC

LABOUR
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opposition to neoliberalism and war, 
he is spot on.

The left
The left in the Labour Party is visibly 
dividing on the issue. Unelected 
Director of Momentum and NEC 
member Jon 
Lansman 
expressed “regret, 
sadness and 
some shame” at 
the alleged level 
of antisemitism 
in the party and 
welcomed the 
idea of right 
wingers coming 
back into shadow 
office. With 
no internal 
democratic 
mechanism and 
no agreed policy, 
Momentum is dead for reform.

Meanwhile Sean Matgamna, 
leading member of the Alliance for 
Workers Liberty, has written an open 
letter to Corbyn, claiming “the Corbyn 
surge was also an antisemitic purge” 
and that all those advocating a one-
state solution including “[e]ncoded 
versions of that policy – via “right of 
return” for example – should not be 

tolerated in the labour movement” 
should be expelled from the party and 
labour movement.

In this, Matgamna is a willing 
pawn in the right wing offensive 
against Corbyn and the Left of the 
Labour Party and if the membership 

of the AWL do 
not insist on their 
organisation 
condemning his 
actions then they 
are complicit in 
that offensive. 

The surfacing 
of another online 
open letter, 
supported by 
Momentum 
national office, 
exposes the 
danger. Over 1,000 
party members 
signed the 

#socialists4change letter, which claims 
the party has been “too slow”, “too 
tolerant”, “too dismissive” to address 
antisemitism which is “wreaking havoc 
in the labour movement”. It goes on:

“[W]e call on all members of the 
Labour movement to seek an end 
to bunker mentality, demonstrate 
maturity and prove why, as a party 
awaiting government, we can be 

trusted to face up to the challenges we 
encounter in bringing about significant 
change both within and outside of the 
movement.”

It is this argument, that a left 
Labour government is only possible 
if the right wing can be persuaded to 
stay on board and, therefore, we must 
tolerate their lies and false accusations, 
that has persuaded much of the Labour 
left to keep their heads down. That is a 
potentially fatal mistake.

Like the triangulation over Brexit, 
giving in to unjust suspensions and 
giving credence to overblown criticism, 
and letting disloyal right wingers 
run their own shadow cabinet will 
only weaken the chances of a Corbyn 
government. It is time to take a stand.

We demand an emergency special 
conference to debate and decide on 
Brexit policy, the party’s policy on 
antisemitism and the democratic 
right to select and deselect sitting 
MPs. Starting with coordination of 
attempts to defend Chris Williamson, 
the internationalist left must come 
together and form a national platform 
that supports Jeremy’s leadership 
against the right, but is prepared to 
oppose him when he concedes to 
unjust demands or disregards the 
membership. n

The so-called Irish border ‘problem’ is only 
a problem for British imperialism and its 

supporters. Socialists have a solution. 
BY BERNIE MCADAM

Brexit and 
the border

IRELAND W hen Boris Johnson compared the border in 
Ireland with the boundaries of London’s traffic 
congestion charge zone last year, it showed a 
streak of wilful ignorance and contempt that 
the Irish have come to expect from British 
politicians. More recently his weirdo mate 
Rees-Mogg casually suggests the border 

should have ‘inspections, just like during the Troubles’ and that 
it was a ‘phantom’ problem. These remarks are no doubt part of a 
growing narrative that Brexiteers will want to paint of the conniving 
Irish and their ‘backstop’ obsession.

But the so called ‘Irish border’ is in fact a problem the British 
gave to Ireland. It is a British border. It never had any democratic 
legitimacy from the will of the Irish people as a whole. It resulted 
from a Treaty in 1921 which brought Ireland’s War of Independence 
to an end and started a civil war. The ‘agreement’ fell far short of 
an independent 32 county Republic, which the results of the 1918 
General Election overwhelmingly signified. The resulting colonial 
‘Northern Ireland’ and the Irish Free State with its dominion status 
were both reactionary and confessional states beholden to the 
British Empire.

The argument that a 
left wing government 

is only possible if 
we compromise to 
keep the right wing 
on board is a fatal 

mistake
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The border or partition disrupted 
and stunted the economic life of the 
island as a whole. Communities in 
the border areas had families and 
farms split up and they remain some 
of the most impoverished parts of 
Ireland. The border has always been an 
undemocratic affront to the people of 
Ireland. It sustained a vicious anti Irish 
state in the north that reduced Catholic 
citizens to second class status resulting 
in a thirty year war of resistance to the 
sectarian state backed up by British 
military occupation and terror.

No British border in Ireland
Since the Good Friday Agreement, 
with the Unionist veto over a united 
Ireland assured, British and Irish 
capitalism, with the aid of the EU, has 
ensured an ‘invisible’ border for the 
purposes of smooth and profitable 
business. Brexit will disrupt this 
frictionless trade big time but then 
Brexit was not conceived with Ireland 
in mind let alone as a model for the 
industrial growth of Ireland.

The fact remains that membership 
of the EU has demonstrated how futile 
a border is on the island of Ireland. 
It follows from this that the threat of 
Brexit has quite unintentionally put 
the border right back into Irish politics 
with a vengeance! It is ironic that this 
renewed interest in a united Ireland 
was not what the rabid pro Brexiteers 
of the DUP and their Tory/UKIP pals 
expected when propelling their Brexit 
campaign. 

No doubt the DUP will use the 
Brexit crisis to whip their followers 
into line by raising the bogey of a 
united Ireland, playing the Orange 
card yet again. Their hypocrisy knows 
no bounds as they still make out they 
are against a hard border. Ireland’s 
Lexiteer groups like People before 
Profit also rant against a Tory hard 
border, but why vote for Brexit in the 
first place then? There was no other 
option, like a soft border, on the ballot 
paper.

 Why is Brexit bad for Ireland?
The Irish government’s own impact 
assessment suggests the Irish 
economy’s GDP will be 4.3% worse off 
in a free trade deal and 7% worse off 
in a no deal scenario. Exports would 
be hit by 4.5% and imports by 4.8%. 
No deal would hit exports by 7.7% and 
imports by 8.2%. There would also be 
a significant lowering of real wages in 

both scenarios. 
This comes as no surprise given 

that the UK is southern Ireland’s 
biggest EU trading partner. The 
imposition of tariffs and customs 
posts post Brexit will not enhance 
trade but profoundly damage it. The 
fall in sterling as a result of Brexit fears 
is already hurting Irish exports to the 
UK as it makes it more expensive to 
buy Irish goods. 

The damage to the northern 
economy cannot be underestimated 
either, despite DUP heads in the sand. 
In 2016, 30% of the north’s exports 
went to the south and manufacturing 
employment is skewed towards sectors 
that have greater trade with the EU. 
Despite this, DUP Sammy Wilson 
claims that the Irish backstop is a ‘con-
trick’ and that ‘farmers and businesses 
should be totally relaxed about a no 
deal Brexit’. Suffice to say farmers 
and businesses are not relaxed and 
neither are the majority of working 
class people in the north who voted to 
remain, largely out of concern for their 
jobs and standard of living.  

It is totally understandable why 
the Irish government and the vast 
majority of Irish people are against 
the UK leaving and in demanding a 
backstop if Brexit materialises. The 
backstop contained in the Withdrawal 
Agreement is meant to ensure 
continuing UK membership of the 
Customs Union and conformity to 
some single market rules for Northern 
Ireland until the terms of a new deal 
are completed.  

However, no Brexit deal, as the 
above impact assessment shows, will 
be favourable to Ireland. The backstop 
is merely a temporary arrangement 
until a distant deal of some unspecified 
nature is done. The backstop may well 
retain a common Customs Union 
but there cannot be frictionless trade 
without a single market. In fact there 
would be extensive product standard 
checks at the border especially with 
agri-food products, a major element in 
Ireland’s border trade. In short Brexit 
in any form will hit trade and jobs in 
Ireland as a whole. The choice is quite 
literally between a hard border and 
staying in the EU.

Corbyn and Ireland
Jeremy, no less than the late Tony 
Benn, has favoured a united Ireland. 
Good, as far as that goes. But so long as 
he promotes the idea of a softer Brexit 

scenario, he fails to acknowledge the 
fact that the majority of people in 
Ireland including the North are in 
favour of remaining in the EU. The 
logic of Jeremy’s position is that he too 
would take the North out of the EU 
against the wishes of the majority, thus 
making his ‘united Ireland’ position 
purely vacuous and rhetorical.

Jeremy refuses to challenge the 
Unionists on a borderless Ireland. 
Incredibly he praised DUP leader 
Arlene Foster for rejecting the 
backstop in May’s deal for ‘very good 
and sensible reasons’. Like putting a 
border down the Irish Sea no doubt! 
But yet his ‘soft’ Brexit scenario of 
staying in the Customs Union would 
also require a backstop, as he still 
favours pulling out of the single 
market. May’s deal certainly needed 
rejecting but because it was another 
variation on Brexit, not because the 
DUP feared a border going down the 
Irish Sea.

How Jeremy thinks we can retain 
all the advantages of the single market 
without being in it is a bit of wishful 
thinking. The EU is perfectly clear on 
this, there can be no single market 
access without freedom of movement 
and he has already disgracefully ruled 
this out, pandering to the right wing 
anti immigrant lobby. 

Last summer he rejected a border 
going down the Irish Sea as proposed 
by the EU. How this squares with 
his support for a united Ireland is a 
mystery until we remember that the 
Labour Party even under Neil Kinnock 
with his Ireland spokesperson Kevin 
McNamara were also in favour of unity 
at some distant point in the future 
when the Unionists might consent. 
Waiting for that scenario really is 
kicking the can down the road! 

The only consistent internationalist 
and democratic demand by British 
socialists must be for the right of the 
Irish people as a whole to determine 
the future of the north and its border. 
Labour should oppose the veto of a 
Unionist reactionary bloc and give 
notice of its intention to promote a 
united Ireland.

Britain has no right to be in 
Ireland, it must withdraw immediately 
and unconditionally. It follows that 
Irish membership of the EU should 
also be democratically decided by 
the Irish people as a whole with no 
interference from the UK be it a Tory 
or a Labour government. n
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I n February tens of thousands 
of young people showed the 
way forward in the fight against 
climate change by walking out 
of their schools and protesting. 
They joined a growing global 
movement that demands an 

end to inaction over climate change, 
rightly laying blame at the doors of big 
business and the politicians who 
are destroying their futures.

But how can we turn 
the school strikes into 
a movement capable 
of creating the 
future we want to 
see?

First we need 
to understand 
why climate 
change has not 
been tackled so far. 
Most world leaders 
have accepted the 
reality of human caused 
climate change since the 1990s. 
Yet each year we pump more CO2 into 
the atmosphere than the year before.

We now have increasingly stark 
warnings about how climate change 
will affect the very foundations of 
civilisation and the ecosystems we rely 
on. Despite this all we are offered by 
our so-called leaders is non-binding 
targets at giant climate conferences, 
which have always proven to be empty 
promises, or not enough to resolve the 
issue.

Capitalism
So why is this? It is not because these 

people have a death wish, but because 
they are trapped in the limitations of 
their own system – capitalism. This 
system functions on the ability of a tiny 
minority of humanity to make a profit 
at everyone else’s expense. They have 
proven unwilling to make the huge 
investments necessary to move towards 
a renewable economy in a short space 

of time, because it is not profitable 
when compared with fossil 

fuels, and so they will 
lose out to their 

competitors.
It is true there 

have been some 
large investments 
in green energy 
but these are 
insignificant 
when compared 

to the expanse of 
fossil fuel usage. We 

do not have time to 
wait for the blind promise 

that the markets will resolve 
the existential threat that climate 
change poses.

Crucially climate change isn’t the 
only crisis produced by their system. 
Increasing rivalry between the great 
powers is moving the world closer to 
war. Proxy wars in Ukraine, Syria and 
maybe now Venezuela, not to mention 
the regional rivalry between India and 
Pakistan, show the danger of a clash 
between the nuclear-armed powers.

Capitalism has also always been 
economically unstable and the last 10 
years has again proven this; we are still 
in the throes of the Great Recession and 

another financial collapse is around the 
corner. This is causing the rise of far 
right authoritarians across the globe 
who are attacking democracy and 
trying to spread nationalism, racism, 
sexism and homophobia in order to 
crush opposition to the economic 
warfare they will unleash on ordinary 
people.

The greatest danger now is that the 
climate crisis will exacerbate all of these 
other crises. So the message is clear 
to anyone willing to see it, a message 
present on many of the school strikes 
– we need system change not climate 
change.

But the system that is leading us 
inevitably to climate catastrophe is 
controlled by powerful billionaires and 
the politicians they ultimately control. 
Fossil fuels are the most profitable 
industry on earth and they will never 
give up their wealth without a fight.

The only force capable of defeating 
these people is the millions of working 
people across the whole world that, 
through their labour, create the wealth 
they use to control us.

Students and workers together
The school strikes are a great start, we 
need to keep up the pressure and spread 
the movement. There is enough wealth 
in society to create an environmentally 
sustainable world that also provides 
decent homes and jobs for the many.

The fight for climate justice needs 
to be a fight for social and economic 
justice as well. By doing this we can 
eventually bring in workplaces to join 
us on strike, which will deprive the rich 
of their profits and show where power 
in society really comes from.

But to do this we need to create 
organisational bodies capable of giving 
our movement a democratic, national 
and ultimately international voice. 
We need to start from the ground up 
forming groups in our schools and 
workplaces and eventually linking 
them through democratic structures.

With organisations like this we can 
create a rival power to the billionaires 
and their politicians, capable of leading 
our movement towards a revolutionary 
all-out strike so we can seize the power 
and wealth of society.

We can utilise this wealth, under 
the democratic control of working class 
people, it to end reliance on fossil fuels 
– and in the process build a fairer and 
more equal world, free from poverty, 
oppression and exploitation. n

On March 15, tens of thousands of school 
students will join the first worldwide strike 

demanding action against the climate crisis
BY CHRIS CLOUGH

Youth strike
for climate 

ENVIRONMENT

Image: A young student arrested 
during police repression of last 
month’s climate strike 
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S ally Challen, a woman 
wrongly convicted of 
murdering her husband 
in 2011, is one step closer 
to justice and freedom.

Challen, now aged 
64, was sentenced to 

22 years after striking her husband 
more than 20 times with a hammer. 
Her sentence was reduced to 18 years 
on appeal and on 1 March her murder 
conviction was finally overturned.

Her campaign has centred on the 
introduction of “coercive control” as 
grounds for defence in 2015, and an 
exposition of her husband’s controlling, 
manipulative and abusive behaviour 
over their 31 years of marriage. It is the 
first appeal of its kind.

Challen’s successful appeal raises 
important questions about the nature 
of domestic violence and how society, 
particularly the legal system, treats 
women who kill their abusive partners.

Challen’s family have campaigned 
for years against her conviction. 
Statements about her husband’s 
behaviour – controlling, manipulating, 
“gaslighting” and humiliating his 

partner – were not used at her original 
trial for fear that a jury would not look 
kindly at a defence hinging on the 
behaviour of the deceased. Gaslighting 
is the name given to an insidious 
psychological tactic of abusers to 
make their victims doubt their own 
memory and sanity through constant 
undermining.

The appeal was not as successful as 
Challen’s supporters hoped. The aim 
was to have her murder conviction 
commuted to manslaughter and lead to 
her release from prison after eight long 
years. Instead the panel of three judges 
overturned the murder conviction and 
ordered a retrial; the question of bail is 
yet to be decided.

Furthermore, the decision was 
based on the introduction of new 
evidence that Challen suffered from 
two psychological conditions when 
she killed her husband, but not 
explicitly acceptance that she was 
subject to coercive control. Therefore 
the question of whether the relatively 
new defence of coercive control will 
have any real teeth in the legal system 
remains unanswered until Challen’s 

retrial for murder.
We have seen time and again 

that social attitudes about rape have 
frustrated the effective use of rape 
laws, as juries have time and again 
disbelieved survivors. Then judges 
have handed down light sentences 
even where a conviction is achieved. 
We must expect that these same social 
attitudes will also prejudice the legal 
system against survivors of coercive 
control.

While the inclusion of coercive 
control in the law and the success 
of Challen’s appeal are significant 
steps forward for victims of domestic 
violence, we also need to challenge the 
basis of women’s oppression and the 
sexism that arises from our economic 
position.

Many women find that they 
simply cannot afford to leave and 
have nowhere to go. Local authority 
spending on refuges has been cut from 
£31.2m in 2010 to £23.9m, leading to 
60 per cent of women who apply for 
a safe bed not being helped. In 2017, 
Sunderland became the first council 
to cut its funding for refuges from 
£568,000 to zero in 2017.

Women’s wages have also stagnated, 
while precarious employment has 
disproportionately affected women. 
The latest government figures show the 
real gender pay gap is 17.9 per cent, 
higher among 30-45 year olds, e.g. 
mothers.

In this case Sally Challen could 
afford to leave her husband, but she 
remained psychologically bound to 
him. However, making fundamental 
changes to the position of women 
in society through the socialisation 
of childcare, cooking and general 
domestic labour would raise their 
social status and confidence that flows 
from that. These are changes that we 
must fight for alongside legal advances.

  A woman wrongly convicted of murdering 
her husband in 2011, is one step closer to 

justice and freedom.
BY REBECCA ANDERSON

Sally Challen 
appeal

JUSTICE

Domestic violence rates skyrocket in London
Reported incidents of domestic 
abuse in London have risen 63 
per cent in the last seven years, 
prompting Mayor Sadiq Khan to 
promise £15m of additional funding 
for domestic violence services.

The statistics show three things: 
that women are overwhelmingly 
the victims of domestic violence; 
that class is a major factor; that 
domestic abuse has increased under 

Tory austerity.
In three-quarters of reported 

incidents, the domestic abuse 
was perpetrated against women. 
Women are twice as likely to have 
experienced domestic violence. 
Victims were most likely to be 
living in poorer parts of London, 
demonstrating that working class 
women struggle to escape their 
abusive partners for want of the 

means to do so.
Not only has austerity 

decimated living standards, job 
security and the welfare safety net, 
but it has also meant that in 2017 
alone funding for women’s services 
fell by 50 per cent while demand 
increased 83 per cent.

While the Mayor’s new funding 
is welcome, Labour should commit 
to reversing all the cuts to local 

government services, and restoring 
funding to at least 2010 levels. 

Labour Party members should 
work with trade unions, women’s 
organisations, and campaigns to 
draw up People’s Budgets, which set 
out what funding local governments 
actually need to provide a decent 
level of housing, welfare, health and 
education. n 
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The PCS is embarking on another pay ballot due to 
run from 18 March until 29 April. This is the second 
ballot in two years due to the treasury refusing to 
agree to an above inflation pay increase.

Last year the ballot did not get the required 50% of 
the membership to vote despite achieving the highest 
turnout of any national ballot in the union’s history – 
demonstrating the strength of feeling about stagnating 
wages. The draconian anti-union laws that the Tories 
introduced meant that we couldn’t use this, either to 
launch a legal strike, or as a bargaining tool at the 
negotiation table.

Civil servants seem to always get a raw deal with 
pay; it has been over 10 years since the last above-
inflation pay rise. In the past year NHS and other public 
sector workers were given above rate pay rises for the 
first time in many years, Even MPs have given themselves 
a 2.7% pay increase, taking their salary up to £79,000 per 
year, a raise (and salary!) PCS members can only dream 
of.

Fight for 10
This year’s pay offer is set at 1% for the vast majority of 
civil servants. This excludes the employee deal (DWP) 
which comes to an end this year, following significant 
year on year rises for three years in exchange for working 
a late night and working a Saturday every four weeks and 
to bring the DWP in line with salaries in HMRC.

A lot of people did not want to enter the employee 
deal and feel that they have been let down, not only by 
the government but also PCS, some people stating that 
the pay rise they had wasn’t enough to buy a pint of milk. 
The PCS leadership can go some way to healing these 
divisions by fighting for a real and equal pay increase 
for all.

PCS are demanding a 10% pay increase, to catch up 
after the meagre deals of previous years and the cost 
of living, which keeps rising while salaries don’t. For 
example, council tax in my area is increasing by 3% this 
year, three times the rate of the Tories’ offer.

PCS wants as many people to vote as possible, 
in order to achieve the 50% threshold. There are two 
questions. Red Flag says, vote yes for industrial action, 
and vote yes to action short of a strike, i.e. a work to rule. 
Its going to be an interesting few months within the civil 
service as we could see our first national strike since the 
50% threshold was introduced in 2015 as part of David 
Cameron’s anti-union laws. 

All civil servants deserve a decent pay rise – if the 
MPs can have one why can’t we? If you are in PCS please 
be sure to vote and post your ballot papers back so we 
can win against the Tories. n

THE AGITATOR

Civil servants 
ballot over pay

UCU members at 13 London colleges took 
two days’ strike action at the end of January 
in their fight for fair pay. This followed 
action taken by six colleges in November. 
Staff working in Further Education (FE) 
are among the lowest paid in the education 
sector. Years of below-inflation pay increases 
have seen the pay gap between teachers in 
colleges and schools grow to £7,000. Staff 
recruitment and retention in colleges are at 
crisis levels due to excessive workloads.

The Tory anti-union threshold of 50% 
turnout prevented the majority of college 
staff balloted in October from joining the 
strike action. In FE 85% voted for action 
on a 31% turnout. In some colleges the 
turnout was below 20% reflecting the 
enormous task facing union activists to 
rebuild confidence in the necessity of strike 
action following years of inactivity on the 
pay issue. 

Strikes at more London colleges could 
be on the cards as ballots at Tower Hamlets 
College and Redbridge College opened on 
11 February. Union activists mobilising 
the vote can point to the recent success of 
strikes at the Capital City College Group 
(CCCG) in London which saw members 
awarded a new pay deal worth 5% in 
November 2018. 

This pay deal is worth £140 extra a 
month and the deal also included a new 
fractionalisation policy for all staff working 
for three years or more to be placed on a 
permanent contract. The CEO has also 
made clear that the college has an ambition 
to pay 3% plus inflation for the next two 
years.  This victory followed eight days of 
strike action between February and May 
last year. 

This historic deal was agreed after 
the October ballot. However the lessons 
of the CCCG dispute are clear for other 
colleges who did not meet the threshold 
to strike: members can be won over to 
actively support sustained strike action 
and they can win. The 50% threshold is 

a deliberate tactic to hamstring workers 
organising against low pay and insecurity 
but all branches should be re-balloted with 
a national campaign to build the vote.

UCU activists need to set up action 
committees in every college, across every 
department, to agitate around issues such 
as pay, workload and casualisation. The 
“partnership unionism” of the leadership, 
which assumes that employers are prepared 
to negotiate in good faith, has contributed 
to the disempowerment and pessimism 
of many members who have suffered a 
devastating cut of at least 25% in their real 
pay since 2009.

The fatalism of the leadership when 
it comes to strike action was clearly 
demonstrated in last year’s USS pensions 
strike when the general secretary Sally 
Hunt went over the heads of elected 
negotiators and forced the membership to 
vote on a new, ‘independent’ valuation of 
the pension scheme. 

The leadership’s goal was more leverage 
in negotiation with the bosses but the strike 
radicalised the rank-and-file. Over 42,000 
staff members went on strike over 14 days 
forcing the employers back to negotiations 
despite their initial refusal to do so. The 
UCU also recruited 16,000 new members 
during the strike. 

Rank-and-file activists should reach 
out to other unions in FE and HE to 
develop a common strategy against pay 
‘restraint’, casualisation and marketisation 
imposed by employers on behalf of the 
Tories. This needs to escalate to strike 
action across the whole education sector. 
The USS dispute and the CCCG victory 
have shown the collective power and 
resolve of the members. The task now is to 
build a combative union that encourages 
members to organise and lead.

The UCU Left are standing Jo McNeill 
for Vice President and a slate of candidates 
for the NEC election. Voting opens 1 
February and closes 1 March. n

BY DARA O’COGAIDHIN

London Colleges 
step up strikes

UNIONS



S hamima Begum’s 
request to return to 
Britain from a Syrian 
refugee camp has caused 
enormous controversy 
and exposed again the 
precarious position 

of second-generation migrants.
Begum travelled to Syria at age 15 

to marry an Islamic State fighter. Now 
aged 19, with a new-born baby, she 
wants to return home. In February, 
Home Secretary Sajid Javid ordered 
that Begum be stripped of her British 
citizenship and, when questioned in 
Parliament, announced that “over 100 
people have already been deprived in 
this way”.

Asked about the case, Jeremy 
Corbyn said, “She obviously has, in my 
view, a right to return to Britain. On 
that return she must obviously face a 
lot of questions about everything she 
has done and at that point any action 
may or may not be taken. But I think 
the idea of stripping somebody of their 
citizenship when they were born in 
Britain is a very extreme manoeuvre 
indeed.”

The question of whether Begum 
was groomed, whether she remains 
brainwashed by ISIS or whether 
she has committed crimes in Syria 
are secondary to the question of 
citizenship. Begum is a British citizen 
and her citizenship is a right not a 
privilege.

Racist
The idea she could be stripped of it 
is a dangerous threat to all British 
citizens but particularly the children 
of migrants. The fact that this threat 

is only made and carried out against 
Black and minority ethnic citizens 
exposes it as a racist policy.

Depriving people of their British 
citizenship and deporting criminals, 
who either have dual nationality or 
never bothered to become citizens 
after being brought here in their 
infancy or childhood, has increasingly 
become a tactic of successive Home 
Secretaries. However, the practice has 
mushroomed under Theresa May and 
now Sajid Javid.

The Immigration Act (2014) 
extends this provision to those “able, 
under the law of a country or territory 
outside the United Kingdom, to 
become a national of such a country 
or territory,” regardless of whether the 
individual claims another country’s 
citizenship or that other country 
actually accepts their claim.

Liberty has denounced the policy 
as “taking us down a very dangerous 
road… making our criminals 
someone else’s problem is… the 
government washing its hands of its 
responsibilities… Banishment belongs 
in the dark ages.”

As Mayor of London Sadiq Khan 
has stated, the Home Secretary “hasn’t 
only exposed how unsecure the 
citizenship rights of people are, he has 
called into question the very nature of 
what it means to be a citizen of this 
country.”

Shamima Begum’s case is a stark 
reminder that, despite the public outcry 
over the treatment of the Windrush 
generation, the British government 
has not altered its view of non-white 
citizens. Exposure of the denial of the 
Windrush generation’s citizenship, 

destruction of their documents 
and subsequent deportations to 
Caribbean countries demonstrated 
the fundamentally racist nature of the 
British state. 

British responsibility
Begum’s radicalisation as a teenager is 
inseparable from the murderous role 
Britain plays on the international stage 
and her vulnerability to grooming 
at least assisted by the Islamophobia 
endemic in British society. It is the 
responsibility of the British government 
to deal with the consequences of its 
actions.

There is much speculation 
over what crimes Begum may have 
committed or what threat she may 
pose but fundamentally those are 
Britain’s problems. Making a person 
stateless is not a legitimate punishment 
for anyone, let alone a person yet to be 
convicted of any crime. 

This whole episode raises a 
challenge to the Labour movement to 
resist the pressure of the rabidly racist 
and xenophobic tabloid press and their 
supporters in government. The wholly 
ambiguous law Sajid Javid has relied 
upon to remove fundamental rights of 
over 100 people must be overturned in 
favour of an affirmation of the absolute 
and irrevocable right to citizenship for 
all: those who are born here, and those 
who come to live and work here.

BY REBECCA ANDERSON

The case of 
Shamima Begum

RACISM
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T he ‘Holbeck Managed Approach’ 
in Leeds, implemented in 2014, 
is the only area in the UK where 
sex workers, and clients, can do 
business without being arrested. 
While sex itself is not permitted 
in the area, from the hours of 8pm 

to 6am, street-based sex workers can legally 
meet punters. The approach aims to minimise 
sex work in residential areas and, most 
importantly, to enable sex workers to report the 
crimes committed against them without fear 
of criminalisation. Since its implementation, 
Leeds-based sex worker support charity, Basis, 
have reported a striking rise, from 7% to 97%, 
in the number of women willing to report 
such crimes to the police. Economic problems 
associated with sex work have also been 
minimised, with one worker noting, in an article 
written by local historian, Kate Lister, that she 
is now less liable to be fined for working and 
forced into a cycle of sex work to pay her debts. 

Despite these material gains for sex 
workers, a small group, entitled ‘Save Our Eyes’, 
has called for the zone’s closure, complaining 
of the proximity of sex workers to their homes, 
the litter left behind and the workers’ apparent 
breaches of the zone’s limits. Others argue that 
the zone has proven that decriminalisation only 
results in further violence, citing the murder of 
21-year-old Daria Pinko in December 2015 as 
evidence. However, both official sources and 
sex workers have attributed such deaths to the 
fact that women are forced to have sex in unsafe 
areas outside the regulated zone. Further, Sex 
Workers Advocacy and Resistance Movement, 
SWARM, officially stated their support for ‘any 
working class community which calls for better 
living conditions’, but argued that closing down 
the zone was not the answer, as it would further 
displace economically marginalised women 
and threaten transwomen and migrants, who 
are most at risk of police crackdowns. Both 
SWARM and Basis have also noted that only a 

minority of workers are breaking the rules, as 
most wish to avoid conflict with residents. 

While some residents have legitimate 
concerns regarding the organisation of the 
zone, the work of ‘Save Our Eyes’ further 
stigmatises sex workers, regurgitating harmful 
stereotypes and distancing local communities 
from their sex-worker members. Such action 
serves to reinforce a rift between working-class 
communities, redirecting communal anxieties 
away from the real causes of their socioeconomic 
problems. As SWARM implied, closing the 
zone might aid gentrification of the area, which 
could result in other working-class people being 
driven out. The full decriminalisation of sex 
work is a socialist imperative that goes some 
way to eradicating these divisive hierarchies. It 
would situate sex work as a legitimate form of 
labour, enabling workers to unionise and gain 
employment rights, as well as potentially helping 
to destigmatise the profession. The removal of 
the added barriers of fines and criminal records 
would also offer women more opportunities 
to exit the profession if they so desired. 
Decriminalisation, as evidenced by the Holbeck 
zone, would also enable workers to hold violent 
customers to account and potentially allow 
an ultimate reduction of violence and crime 
in the community. Protecting and extending 
decriminalised zones, then, is vital for both sex 
workers and their working-class communities.

The rest of the UK, as it stands, enforces 
partial criminalisation, where buying and 
selling sex is legal but many acts associated with 
such work, i.e. soliciting and kerb-crawling, 
is not. Despite the clear socialist tenets of 
decriminalisation, Labour has been slow to 
adopt this policy. While Shadow Chancellor 
John McDonnell has worked repeatedly with 
the English Collective of Prostitutes, in 2018, 
Corbyn implicitly signalled his support for 
the ‘Nordic model’ of sex work legislation, 
despite potentially supporting broader 
decriminalisation in 2016. This model, which 

decriminalises workers and criminalises 
clients, has been widely criticised by sex 
worker organisations. As Juno Mac and Molly 
Smith argue, the criminalisation of clients 
does not reduce demand, but instead pushes 
workers into increasingly dangerous positions, 
forcing them to solicit in unsafe areas to avoid 
client prosecution. Most organisations also 
criticise ‘legalisation’ models, as adopted in 
the Netherlands, as the expensive applications 
to become a licensed sex worker further 
criminalises particularly vulnerable workers, 
such as undocumented migrants and homeless 
people.  

The fact that sex workers are vocal 
supporters of decriminalisation is, itself, a 
reason for Labour to listen, as agency of the 
working-classes should be central to any socialist 
movement. Moreover, decriminalisation fulfils 
various socialist goals: reducing the targeting of 
minorities by the police and allowing workers 
greater power to both unionise and earn in 
a period of increasing economic instability, 
where benefit sanctions have been cited as a key 
motivation for women entering into sex work. 
Labour’s failure to engage with these convincing 
arguments shows a disregard for the issues 
affecting working-class women and minorities, 
who form the majority of sex workers and are 
disproportionately affected by austerity. To 
support working-class women’s survival in an 
increasingly classist, racist and misogynistic 
society, Labour needs to publicly commit to 
decriminalisation and make this clear in their 
manifesto. This should come hand-in-hand with 
opening borders, which would most effectively 
reduce trafficking and safeguard undocumented 
migrant sex workers, who are targeted by police 
even in decriminalised systems. As the U.S. 
authorities crack down on both sex work and 
migration, now more than ever, Corbyn’s labour 
have to create an inclusive, socialist movement 
that includes the international voices and 
demands of sex workers.  n

The ‘Holbeck Managed Approach’ provides 
evidence for the socialist imperative of 

decriminalisation
BY SARAH HORTON

The Sex Work Zone
WOMEN
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The 10-week textile strike in 1912 
is one of the greatest strikes in US 
labour history and unlike many 
others it was a victory – achieving 
nearly all of its objectives and indeed 
spreading them to large numbers of 
mill workers in other cities. In this 

it contrasted with the great strikes of the late 
nineteenth century – Haymarket, Homestead 
and Pullman – which were bloody defeats.

In the early 20th century Lawrence, 
Massachusetts was one of the most important 
textile towns in the United States, dominated by 
several huge mills, most of them belonging to 
the American Woolen Company whose yearly 
output was worth $45 million. William Wood 
the principal owner was a typical self-made 
American capitalist of the era, and regarded 
the rebellion of his workers as a personal 
affront, which justified any and every means of 
repression.

The woollen and cotton mills of the city 
employed over 40,000 people, a great majority 
of them foreign-born immigrants. In Wood’s 
four huge mills worked people who had come 
from 28 different countries, speaking 45 
different languages. The average worker’s wage 
was scarcely $9 a week. They lived in company 
houses or crowded wooden tenements that 
could cost up to $6 a week.

Living conditions were appalling, some 
workers’ dwelling were little more than shacks, 
with no internal toilets or running water. Death 
stalked the narrow alleyways and overcrowded 
lodging rooms in the shape of diseases like 
tuberculosis or typhoid, with high infant 
mortality.

Unsafe working conditions inside the mills 
maimed bodies and cut lives short. Respiratory 
infections became fatal through inhaling dust 
and lint. A study by Dr Elizabeth Shapleigh 
stated: “A considerable number of the boys and 

girls die within the first two or three years after 
beginning work. Thirty-six out of every 100 of 
all the men and women who work in the mill die 
before or by the time they are twenty-five years 
of age.”

A spark that lights a wildfire
On 11 January some Polish women workers 
in the Everett Mill opened their pay packets 
to discover their week’s wages had been cut by 
32 cents. A newly enacted Massachusetts law 
had reduced the working week for women and 
children from 56 to 54 hours - a welcome if 
limited reform. But the mill owners struck back 
by cutting their wages. For those who averaged 
$8.76 per week the loss of 32 cents meant them 
and their children or going hungry.

The women responded at first by standing 
motionless by their power looms. When 
foremen asked them why they weren’t working 
they shouted, “Not enough Pay!” When 
management tried to harass them to start 
work they exploded with anger, marching off 
the job chanting, “Strike!” in a whole range of 
languages.

The next day the disturbances spread to 
other mills, with workers slashing the belts that 
powered the looms. Soon the mighty works 
was at a standstill. The workers, women and 
men, then began to march towards other mills, 
despite the bitter weather.

Up to 6,000 marched through Lawrence in 
a human chain, singing and chanting slogans – 
something that marked the entire ten weeks of 
the strike. One of the women’s placards famously 
read, “We want bread, and roses too!” indicating 
that the strike was not just for 30 cents but a life 
which included respect and beauty, rather than 
oppression and misery.

The biggest mills, those of the American 
Woolen Company, saw similar scenes. By the 
end of 12 January, more than 10,000 workers 

were out. By the next day it was 25,000. 
Lawrence was gripped by what was in essence a 
city-wide general strike. The mayor of Lawrence 
called in first the local, then the state militia and 
attempts were made to stop the workers from 
picketing.

Wobblies
In 1905 the Industrial Workers of the World 
(IWW), colloquially known as the Wobblies, 
had been founded around the slogan of One Big 
Union, for all workers regardless of skill, sex, 
colour or creed. The IWW, in the person of its 
most prominent organiser “Big Bill” Haywood, 
advocated peaceful but militant direct action – 
the mass strike.

Though many Wobblies were socialists, 
including members of Eugene Debs’ Socialist 
Party, it rejected political action as a union. 
Nevertheless, in a creative and unique fashion, 
it was thoroughly anticapitalist, conducting 
propaganda on the streets.

Its poets, Joe Hill and Ralph Chaplin, gave 
the world’s workers a series of now-famous 
songs, like The Preacher and the Slave, with the 
famous line “You’ll get pie in the sky when you 
die!” and Solidarity Forever! which ends every 
verse with “The union makes us strong.”

When the strike broke out and the 
repression was unleashed, the local IWW 
militants appealed to the national headquarters, 
which sent one of its best organisers, Joseph 
Ettor. Only 27 years old, he had already led 
strikes and organised in the shipyards of San 
Francisco, as well as the mining and lumber 
camps of the West Coast. Inside 48 hours he 
organised a strike committee of 50 delegates 
from the various mills, with every nationality 
and every striking mill represented.

With Ettor came his friend, the poet 
and Italian labour newspaper editor, Arturo 
Giovannitti. Other well-known speakers and 

HISTORY

In 1912 a strike sparked by Polish women 
migrants escalated into a major strike - the 

inspiration for the ‘Bread & Roses’ song
BY DAVE STOCKTON

The Lawrence 
Textile Strike

BREAD & ROSES
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organisers soon followed to help lead and run 
the strike, notably Elizabeth Gurley Flynn, Bill 
Haywood and the anarchist Carlo Tresca.

The IWW activists helped organise relief. A 
network of soup kitchens and food distribution 
stations were set up and striking families 
received from $2 to $5 cash a week. The strike 
committee demanded a 15 per cent increase 
in wages, double-time for overtime work and 
a 55-hour week. It issued an open letter to the 
strikers, cast in open class terms.

“In our fight we have suffered and borne 
patiently the abuse and calumnies of the mill 
owners, the city government, police, militia, 
state government, legislature, and the local 
police court judge. We feel that in justice to 
our fellow workers we should at this time make 
known the causes which compelled us to strike 
against the mill owners of Lawrence. We hold 
that as useful members of society and as wealth 
producers we have the right to lead decent and 
honourable lives; that we ought to have homes 
and not shacks; that we ought to have clean food 
and not adulterated food at high prices; that we 
ought to have clothes suited to the weather and 
no shoddy garments. That to secure sufficient 
food, clothing and shelter in a society made up 
of a robber class on the one hand and a working 
class on the other hand, it is absolutely necessary 
for the toilers to band themselves together and 
form a union, organizing its powers in such 
form as to them seem most likely to affect their 
safety and happiness.”

Killings
Meanwhile the mill owners and police hired 
men to foment trouble and even planted and 
“discovered” dynamite in an attempt to discredit 
the strikers.

When on 29 January strikers blocked a 
streetcar carrying scabs, breaking its windows 
with shards of ice, the police waded in. In the 
mêlée a gunshot from one of the officers killed 
a striker, Anna LoPizzo. On the next day, as 

disturbances continued, 18-year-old John 
Ramey, a Syrian, died after being stabbed in the 
back “accidentally” by a soldier’s bayonet.

A terrific press campaign broke out blaming 
the IWW for the violence and stigmatizing 
the strikers as foreign anarchists and anti-
American. Joseph Caruso, a striker, was charged 
with Anna’s murder.

Joseph Ettor and Arturo Giovannitti, 
who were three miles away speaking at a 
strike meeting, were arrested and charged as 
“accessories to the murder”. They were to stay in 
jail till almost the end of the year. 

This could have been a turning point in the 
strike, allowing for the sort of bloody repression 
that the great strikes of the 1880s and 1890s had 
suffered. Hunger and shortages were beginning 
to take their toll on the strikers and their 
families.

IWW organisers played a crucial role in 
sustaining the strike. Elizabeth Gurley Flynn 
organised women from striking families 
to send 119 of their children to Manhattan 
on 10 February to live with unionists and 
socialists, who could provide food, warm 
clothes and shelter. A huge crowd greeted the 
children at Grand Central Station, singing the 
Internationale and the Marsaillaise.

But when families brought another 46 
children, bound for Philadelphia, to the train 
station on 24 February, “Lawrence’s finest” beat 
and dragged the mothers by the hair as their 
horrified children looked on in tears. Many 
mothers and children were arrested and huge 
demonstration gathered outside the precinct 
where they were interned.

Victory
But this time the police had made a fatal 
miscalculation. Not only did the outrage stiffen 
the strikers’ resolve, it drew public attention and 
sympathy for the strike and outrage at police 
and militia brutality, leading to an investigation 
by the US Congress.

Initiated by Victor L Berger, Representative 
from Wisconsin and Socialist Party leader, 
strikers directly testified about their appalling 
conditions in widely publicised hearings.

Now the Lawrence mill lords were in the 
dock and they didn’t like it one bit. To head 
off government legislation on wages and the 
working week, they caved in on 12 March, 
accepting the strikers’ original demands and 
pledging no victimisations. Textile owners 
across New England soon followed suit, not 
wanting to provoke similar strikes.

However Joseph Ettor and Arturo 
Giovannitti remained in prison, with their 
trial delayed and delayed. The IWW organised 
demonstrations across America, while in 
Lawrence 15,000 mill workers walked out in a 
one-day solidarity strike. The trial finally began 
in late September in Salem, Massachusetts. 
Giovannitti made a stirring address to the jury: 

“[I]f it be, gentlemen of the jury, that your 
judgment shall be such that this gate will be 
opened and we shall pass out of it and go back 
into the sunlit world, then let me assure you 
what you are doing. Let me tell you that the first 
strike that breaks again in this Commonwealth 
or any other place in America where the work 
and the help and the intelligence of Joseph J. 
Ettor and Arturo Giovannitti will be needed and 
necessary, there we shall go again regardless of 
any fear and of any threat. 

“We shall return again to our humble efforts, 
obscure, humble, unknown, misunderstood—
soldiers of this mighty army of the working 
class of the world, which out of the shadows 
and the darkness of the past is striving towards 
the destined goal, which is the emancipation of 
human kind, which is the establishment of love 
and brotherhood and justice for every man and 
every woman in this earth.”

On 26th November all three accused, 
including Joseph Caruso, were acquitted. The 
victory was complete. n
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T he Latin American 
women’s movement “Ni 
Una Menos” (not one 
woman less) is currently 
one of the world’s 
largest and best-known 
movements against 

women’s oppression. Triggered by 
a massive wave of violence and an 
unbelievably high rate of murders of 
women, millions of people, especially 
in Argentina, have been brought onto 
the streets not only against domestic 
violence and femicides, but also the 
structural role played by the state in 
violence against women.

Origins 
Femicide, a word that has become 
an integral part of public discourse 
in Latin America, especially in 
Argentina, was originally the main 
issue for activists. Femicide is a 
murder whose main motive is that 
the victim is a woman. Such murders 

are part of everyday life in Argentina 
and have been ignored in the past and 
in many cases they have been played 
down by politicians, the judiciary and 
the media. Instead, they talked about 
them as “crimes of passion”, or  the 
result of a “state of violent excitement”. 
The use of such phrases meant not 
only that the perpetrators could count 
on a mild punishment but that their 
crimes were in some way justified. 

According to “La Casa del 
Encuentro”, the Meeting House, an 
Argentine NGO and contact point 
for female victims of violence, every 
31 hours a woman is the victim of 
a femicide in Argentina. In Latin 
America, there are more than 17 
femicides every day, most of which are 
committed by partners or ex-partners.

It is not only the terribly high 
murder rate that characterises the 
very precarious situation of working 
women in Argentina as well as other 
Latin American countries. Other 
factors include a high maternal 
mortality rate, an almost complete ban 
on abortions as a result the enormous 
influence of the Catholic Church, and 
low wages for paid work and appalling 
working conditions.

First protests
The first nationwide protest day 
against femicides, sexualised violence 
and a state that refuses to act to 
stop this, was held in Argentina in 
June 2015 under the slogan “Ni Una 
Menos”, not another woman less. The 
trigger was the murder by a teenager 
of his 14-year-old pregnant girlfriend. 

A group of female journalists 
organised the protests, in which up to 
500,000 people took part in Buenos 
Aires and 80 other Argentinian cities. 
The “Ni Una Menos” movement was 
born and spread like wildfire in Latin 
America. 

There were solidarity 
demonstrations, in which tens of 
thousands of people took part, in 
Mexico, Peru and Uruguay. The 
demands they took onto the streets 
included: effective application of the 
law to prevent, punish and eliminate 
violence against women; free legal 
assistance throughout the process; 
and the opening of women’s shelters. 
But other issues such as the economic 
discrimination against women and, 
above all, the right to abortion, are 
also increasingly being addressed by 
activists.

In addition to the numerous mass 
demonstrations, there have also been 
strike actions. The first political strike 
of the “Ni Una Menos” movement 
took place in October, 2016. Once 
again the trigger was the cruel murder 
of a young person. In Buenos Aires, 
200,000 workers took to the streets 
from their factories, universities, 
schools and hospitals in a symbolic 
one hour strike.

Physical self-determination
In Argentina, as well as in numerous 
other Latin American countries, 
there is a virtually complete ban on 
abortion. Only in a few exceptional 
cases, such as pregnancy as a result 
of rape, can a woman have a legal 
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abortion. As a result, according to the 
Argentine Ministry of Health, there 
are over 350,000 illegal abortions every 
year. Up to 50,000 women have to be 
admitted to hospital after such risky 
operations. Amnesty International 
estimates that 23 percent of all deaths 
among pregnant women are the result 
of illegal abortions, deaths that could 
be prevented by professional medical 
care. Therefore, the activists of “Ni 
Una Menos” correctly call for legal, 
free abortion facilities and characterise 
the current legal situation as state 
femicide, which mainly affects women 
from the poorer classes. 

These women cannot afford a trip 
abroad to have their abortion carried 
out under professional conditions. 
This situation, in which the Argentine 
state is responsible for these structural 
femicides because it fails to provide 
medical care, will not change quickly. 
Although two months earlier the 
Argentine House of Representatives 
had approved a bill for legal abortion 
up to the 14th week, on June 13, 2018, 
after a 16-hour session, it was defeated 
in the Argentine Senate. On the day of 
the vote, mass demonstrations for the 
right to physical self-determination 
took place in Argentina with almost 
1.5 million participants. Nevertheless, 
the Senate voted by 38 votes to 31 with 
two abstentions against legalisation. 
This result was certainly also 
influenced by the Catholic Church, 
which spared no expense or effort 
in the run-up to the vote to organise 
a reactionary, misogynistic counter 
campaign to maintain the patriarchal 

status quo.

Perspectives
The numerous mass mobilisations 
and strikes have clearly shown one 
thing: the women in Latin America 
are fed up with their oppression. Not 
only are they in a position to organise 
themselves in a grassroots democracy 
and fight for their rights, they have 
also managed to expand the initial 
movement to include topics such as 
social cuts, state repression and the 
rights of the indigenous population. 
However, above all, the protests 
against the abortion ban in Argentina 
clearly show that no matter how large 
a mass movement on the street may 
be, it does not prevent the reactionary 
professional politicians in the 
parliaments from continuing to push 
through a patriarchal policy against 
the interests of the majority of all wage 
earners.

The ruling class, represented above 
all by the government under Mauricio 
Macri, has no interest in abolishing 
the discrimination and oppression of 
women. On the contrary, precarious 
wage conditions and individualised 
reproduction secure extra profits for 
the bourgeoisie through the special 
exploitation of women and at the 
same time provide the structures that 
promote domestic violence against 
women. Although Macri outwardly 
supports the “Ni Una Menos” 
movement, this is no more than 
hypocrisy, given his neoliberal policy 
of cuts, which primarily affect wage-
earning women. This can also be seen 

from the fact that he did not oppose 
the Senate when it voted against the 
legalisation of abortions. 

This is an example that shows that 
the fight against the oppression of 
women can therefore only be fought 
against the bourgeois state, not with it.

This does not mean that it is 
fundamentally wrong to make 
demands on the government. It 
must be clear, however, that without 
pressure from the street and above 
all economic pressure in the form of 
political strikes, women cannot expect 
any concessions from the bourgeois 
state. In order for such a strike to be 
as effective as possible, all strata of 
the working class must be mobilised, 
including wage-earning men. 
Moreover, it should not be limited to 
symbolic actions, but in the best case 
should be extended to an unlimited 
general strike until the government 
finally responds to the demands of the 
masses. 

For this, it is absolutely necessary 
that the grass-roots members of the 
large trade unions exert pressure on 
their leaders to finally support the 
strike actions. The struggle against 
women’s oppression must be seen 
as part of the class struggle and the 
struggle against capitalism and for a 
socialist perspective. This also means 
that it is our task as internationalists 
to take up the struggles of women in 
Latin America and to connect them 
with ours in this country and to show 
our solidarity. Only if we stand up for 
our rights, together, can we win! n

NI UNA MENOS
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Red Flag: How did the coup against 
President Dilma Rousseff of the PT 
(Workers Party) affect the situation of 
women and the sexually oppressed?

Raquel Silva: Since the 2016 coup, 
attacks on women and LGBT people 
have increased as the anti-PT wave 
moved to oust Dilma. She herself was 
the target of  many machismo attacks 
throughout her presidency, ranging 
from the vilifications at the Maracanã 
stadium at the opening of the 2014 
FIFA World Cup to the infamous 
pornographic stickers for cars that 
attacked women’s dignity in general.

After the coup, the conservative 
anti-PT wave increased. Moral 
conservatism gained importance, 
especially when Veja magazine, one of 
the country’s biggest magazines and 
representative of the bourgeoisie and 
the organisers of the coup, published 
an article about the new First Lady, 
Marcela Temer, wife of the then 
president Michel Temer, which praised 
her qualities of being  “beautiful, 
modest and domestic”.

During Temer’s government, the 
National Secretariat for Women’s 
Policy was transferred to the Ministry 
of Human Rights and removed from 
the group of government offices. This 

was already an attack as it annulled 
an achievement that represented a 
conquest of the women’s struggles 
before the 2016 coup.

RF:  What role do the conservative 
right and the churches play? What 
role did sexism play in the election 
campaign and what resistance was 
there?

RS: This conservative wave, which was 
very strongly taken up and promoted 
by the Evangelical churches, gained 
more ground during the election 
campaign for the President of the 
Republic. The attacks were directed 
against public schools and teachers 
accused of spreading  left-wing 
ideology, and even of paedophilia. 
In order to beat the PT, fake news 
of ideological indoctrination was 
produced and disseminated, using 
the term “gender ideology” and 
denouncing the PT government’s 
educational policy as an attempt 
to teach children to be “gay”. Lies 
about gay costumes in schools were 
spread through social networks and 
WhatsApp. Brazilian conservatism 
has launched a violent homophobic 
discourse.

In the fight back against this 
attack, against the candidacy of 
Bolsonaro, the movement #elenão, 
“Not Him”, started on Facebook and 
brought together feminist fighters, 
independents, housewives, and men in 
Brazil and around  the world. Millions 
of people have taken to the streets to 
say #elenão! It was the largest women’s 
movement in Brazil’s history. The 
reaction to the movement was a series 
of new attacks on feminists. Violence 
against militants, women and gays 
increased during the election period, 
especially between the first and second 
rounds.

RF:  What deterioration, what attacks, 
are threatening women and LGBT+ 
people under Bolsonaro compared to 
the previous situation?

RS: After taking office in January 2019, 
Jair Bolsonaro appointed a majority of 
men ministers. Of the 22 ministries, 
only two are headed by women: 
Agriculture, led by a right-wing 
extremist agribusiness representative 
from the DEM party (Democratas, 
Democrats), and the newly founded 
Ministry for Women, Family and 
Human Rights, whose Evangelical 
minister conducts a fundamentalist 
discourse against abortion and causes 
great controversy in the political scene 
with absurd statements, especially 
against schools and teachers.

With speeches that border on 
the deranged, she sets reactionary 
and ultra-conservative goals, does 
not accept gender issues and wants 
to make Sara Winter the head of the 
Women’s Secretariat. Sara Winter, 
who says she is an ex-feminist, broke 
with feminism and founded the group 
FEMEN in Brazil, which operated 
separately from the other women’s 
movement. She led harsh attacks on 
feminist movements with groundless 
accusations and defended ultra-
conservative positions in women’s 
politics.

We live at a time of attacks on 
several fronts. In Congress, we are 
attacked by attempts to eliminate 
rights such as the abortion guaranteed 
since 1945 in cases of anencephaly, 
the absence of a large part of the 

We will continue
to fight for our
rights!

Raquel Silva is a trade unionist and member of the Socialist 
League, the Brazilian section of the League for the Fifth 
International. 
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foetal brain, skull and scalp, rape and 
dangerous pregnancies. In the past, 
we were repeatedly put on alert, as in 
the case of a bill by the former deputy 
Eduardo Cunha of the Party of the 
Democratic Movement of Brazil, 
PdMDB.

At the beginning of February this 
year, Congressman Marcio Lambre of 
Bolsonaro’s own Social Liberal Party, 
PSL, presented two laws that directly 
attack our rights. One bill provides for 
a ban on abortion in all circumstances 
and throughout the pregnancy, except 
where there is a high risk for the 
pregnant woman, with penalties for 
doctors including the withdrawal of 
their license to practice. 

The other project provides for a 
ban on the marketing and distribution 
of contraceptives, the morning after 
pill and the coil, with penalties for 
users and manufacturers. After 
harsh criticism, the MEP withdrew 
the contraceptive project after being 
informed that abortion for rape, risk 
of death and anencephaly is provided 
for in the Criminal Code by order of 
the Federal Court of Justice. He will 
amend his proposal accordingly, but 
his goal will remain the reversal of 
the progress of abortion provision in 
Brazil.

The Bolsonaro government has 
also just submitted to Congress the 
proposal to “reform social security”, 
that is, the social pension insurance 
system. This proposal is not only 
a harsh attack on the “workers” in 
general, but it also means greater 
losses for women, especially women 
farm workers.

RF: Has violence against women 
continued to increase?

RS: Violence against women in Brazil 
reaches absurdly high levels: 606 
assaults, 135 rapes and 12 murders 
per day. Every 2 minutes, 5 women 
are beaten in Brazil. These are current 
figures, but they do not show the 
reality because many women do not 
report violence to the police.

In Brazil, a country with a high 
degree of macho culture, we now 
have a semi-fascist president who has 
always made violent speeches against 
women, classified them as inferior 
and argued that women should earn 
less than men because he says “they 
will become pregnant”. Bolsonaro 
was sentenced to pay compensation 
to Congressman Maria do Rosário 
Nunes of PT for verbally abusing 
her in the corridors of the House of 
Representatives. He had said that he 
would not rape her because she did 
not deserve it because she was too 
ugly.

RF:  How has the women’s movement 
developed in recent years?

RS: The women’s movement grew 
during the PT governments. 
Collectives related to the “World 
March of Women”, the march of 
the Marguerites, the movement of 
peasant women working in farming, 
forestry and fishing, collectives of 
left-wing parties like the United 
Socialist Workers’ Party, PSTU, the 
Party for Socialism and Freedom, 
PSOL, and the Brazilian Communist 
Party, PCB loyal  to Moscow after 
1956 all grew.  This period also saw 
increased discussion of women’s issues 
and the organisation of women in 
the trade union federation, CUT, and 
the Workers’ Party, PT. Campaigns 
to defend the legalisation of abortion 

gained support from male workers 
and youth. Feminism gained strength 
and grew on the streets. With the 
election of Trump, the feminist 
movement in Brazil followed the 
worldwide call launched in the march 
against Trump. Trade union demands 
were raised on International Women’s 
Day. The women’s movement and its 
organisations have become an obstacle 
for conservatives and opponents of the 
macho society.

The women’s movement came 
under attack with the coup that 
overthrew Dilma Rousseff. The attacks 
grew, the discourse against feminism 
took over the social networks and 
the evangelical groups, together with 
other churches, contributed even more 
to this attack.

RF:  How can resistance be successful? 
What policy is necessary?

RS: As for women’s struggles 
against these attacks, we have not 
seen much mobilisation since the 
elections. The expectation is that after 
Carnival, which begins on March 
1, the movement will grow. The 
International Women’s Strike, which 
several groups have focussed against 
the “reform” of the social security 
system, is being prepared for March 
8. However, the mobilisation in our 
region is weak. March 8 coincides with 
Carnival Week this year, which makes 
it very difficult to organise action. 
Here in Juiz de Fora, the collectives 
came together to organise a militant 
March 8 , but there was a split. The 
PCB, PSOL and PSTU broke with the 
collectives associated with the “World 
March of Women” and the PT. They 
are organising separate actions.

At this moment of heavy attacks 
on the working class, especially 
women, we must organise ourselves 
with an antisexist and class-oriented 
agenda to strengthen the actions 
against the reform of social security 
and to counter this illegitimate and 
semifascist government.

We will continue to fight for our 
rights, against the reform of social 
security, for the decriminalisation of 
abortion and to put an end to violence 
against women and femicide.
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Anyone who is qualified, able 
to be deployed into war zones 
and wants to serve should 
continue to be allowed to do 
so, including our transgender 
troops,” says US Republican 
Senator Susan Collins.

Collins was one of the only Republican 
Senators to speak out against the homophobic 
‘Don’t Ask Don’t Tell’ (DADT) military policy 
nearly a decade ago. Now, Collins is part of 
a bipartisan effort to oppose Trump’s ban of 
transgender people from the US military, 
which has bounced around the US judicial 
system since the President’s impromptu 
announcement of the policy in 2017.

It is an uncomfortable topic for any socialist 
to approach, defending the right to become a 
soldier in the most bloodthirsty and rapacious 
imperial war machine in the world. But now, 
just as with DADT, it is vitally important that we 
prevent LGBT+ individuals from being forced 
out of public life by discriminatory policies that 
seek to invalidate anyone that dares transgress 
society’s gender norms.

The current debate can be traced back to the 
“Lavender Scare” of the 1950s, where President 
Eisenhower banned anyone with a “sexual 
perversion” from federal employment. This was 
part of the McCarthyite anti-communist witch 
hunts of the era, which sought to demonise 
anyone not conforming to gender norms as 
enemies of the state, leading to mass-firings, 
social castigation and suicide.

Even decades after the LGBT movements 
of the 1970s had won significant reforms to 
these rules, up until Obama’s second term, 
restrictions remained in place¹ disqualifying 
those from the military with “[c]urrent 
or history of psychosexual conditions, 
including but not limited to transsexualism, 
exhibitionism, transvestism, voyeurism, and 
other paraphilias”.

The policy used outdated language that 
medical organisations had stopped recognising 
decades ago, and its formulation is clearly an 
attempt to conflate transgenderism with mental 
illness.

In June 2015 at an annual policymaking 

meeting of its 538 delegate physicians, the 
American Medical Association passed a 
resolution² opposing the transgender ban, 
stating that there was “no medically valid 
reason to exclude transgender individuals from 
service in the U.S. military”. Yet years after the 
repeal of DADT, which allowed LGB military 
personnel to be out in the open, closeted 
transgender individuals could still be dismissed 
as soon as they were discovered.

Finally, during the last gasps of the Obama 
administration in 2016, like a teenager rushing 
to finish an assignment the day before it is due, 
the Pentagon moved to overturn the ban. But 
like much of Obama’s legacy, this would turn 
out to be a technocratic, transient reform easily 
washed away by an incoming reactionary 
government.

Pattern of bigotry
In 2017, Donald Trump tweeted:

“After consultation with my Generals and 
military experts, please be advised that the 
United States Government will not accept or 
allow Transgender individuals to serve in any 
capacity in the U.S. Military. Our military must 
be focused on decisive and overwhelming 
victory and cannot be burdened with the 
tremendous medical costs and disruption that 
transgender in the military would entail.”

Trans people who had only just felt 
empowered to come out were immediately 
being punished for it by being threatened with 
dismissal.

This policy followed the same pattern as 
Trump’s Muslim travel ban, whereby Trump 
announces an extreme, unconstitutional and 
clearly discriminatory policy targeted at a 
minority group, appealing to his reactionary 
Christian base. His advisors then attempt to 
force through a slightly sanitised version of the 
policy that can be passed in the judiciary.

For the Muslim travel ban, the case was 
made that the ban was not against all Muslims 
entering the US, but against a list of countries 
that pose a terror threat, which just so happen 
to have majority Muslim populations.

In the case of the transgender ban, Trump’s 
staff claim (contrary to the President’s own 

words) that not all transgender individuals are 
targeted, only those who have been diagnosed 
with “gender dysphoria”, the medical term 
for when someone experiences a mismatch 
between their biological sex and gender 
identity.

This is akin to how the Christian right 
have used sodomy laws, judicial loophole 
logic, which avoids discrimination on paper 
by targeting a single act or characteristic, but 
in practice, discriminates against an entire 
minority.

Conclusion
As socialists it is vital that we oppose this 
ban just as we would oppose a ban on BAME 
people joining the police. While we heavily 
criticise the oppression these institutions carry 
out, barring a minority group from a sector of 
public life sets precedents and has far-reaching 
consequences.

This ban must be viewed in the wider 
context of Trump’s goal to legally define gender 
as biological and based solely on one’s genitals 
at birth. We must condemn this discriminatory 
course of action, which seeks to define 
transgender people out of existence.

Last month, Democratic presidential 
primary candidate Kirsten Gillibrand brought 
transgender Navy officer Blake Dremann to 
Trump’s State of The Union Address to protest 
the ban. But if we are to learn anything from 
history, it is that the Democrats are simply the 
liberal wing of the capitalist establishment, 
willing to accommodate transgender rights 
because they are not an immediate threat to 
capitalism.

As evidenced by Obama’s years-long 
dawdling on the issue, the Democrats have no 
interest in securing meaningful, enduring gains 
that can’t be wiped out as soon as the reigns of 
power change hands.

Now more than ever the case must be made 
for a US workers’ party which can take up the 
fight for irrevocable trans rights, state-funded 
healthcare to pay for hormone treatments and 
surgeries, as part of the struggle for socialism 
and the abolition of all forms of social 
oppression. n

INTERNATIONAL
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Democracy means literally, “rule of the 
people”. But in a society divided into classes 
with directly opposed interests there is no 
possibility of the whole of the people ruling. 
For that reason Marxists describe Britain as 
a bourgeois democracy – a state in which 
the working class majority has won certain 
rights but the capitalist class continues to 
exercise a dictatorship over the economy. 

This is why the belief that it is 
possible to introduce socialism through 
parliamentary means has always resulted 
either in disillusion, frustration or bloody 
failure. 

That is why Marxists are revolutionaries. 
Whilst fighting for the fullest democratic 
rights under capitalism we recognise 
that to wrest society’s wealth from the 
ownership and control of the capitalist 
minority, the power of the military and 
the bureaucracy of the state will have to be 
broken up – smashed, as Karl Marx put it – 
by the violent action of millions of workers.

Then the working class can create a 
system that is infinitely more democratic 
for the overwhelming majority of the 
population.

The experiences of the Paris Commune 
in 1871 and that of the early years of the 
Russian Revolution after 1917, show that a 
proletarian democracy can be established. 
In place of a standing army we would have 
an armed population and a democratically 
organised working class militia.

Society would be ruled and 
administered by workers’ councils: 
assemblies of delegates elected in every 
workplace and locality. Each delegate 
would be subject to immediate recall 
if their actions proved unacceptable to 
their electors. Administrative tasks would 
be rotated to avoid the emergence of a 
permanent bureaucracy. No official could 
earn more than the average wage of a 
skilled worker, to prevent careerism and 
corruption taking hold.

This sort of state would be only “half ” 
a state, since it would be made up of a 
large proportion of the armed population 
and thus unable to oppose and coerce the 
majority or demand privileges from it.

Yet even this form of working class 
democracy would continue to be a state, 
that is, an instrument of coercion and 
thus a dictatorship. Of course, this time 
not against the working class majority but 
against the capitalist minority; the working 
class has no need to conceal this fact. 

It says openly and honestly that the 
capitalists would be denied the right to treat 
the means of production as private property, 
the right to sack workers, the right to control 
the media and the right to live in luxury 
while others do all the work. n

methods and structures are built into this 
system to ensure that the working class can 
never use it to take wealth and property 
from the exploiters.

MPs can make fine promises during 
elections, which they are then free to break, 
with no way for their electors to recall or 
replace them. An unelected House of Lords 
can delay and obstruct legislation. The 
monarchy retains real powers, including 
the right to veto laws, suspend Parliament, 
sack the Prime Minister, and declare war.

Election campaigns are dominated 
by a press owned by a handful of 
billionaires. TV stations are controlled by 
unelected trustees of the ruling class. They 
manufacture “public opinion” and then 
duly discover it fed back through opinion 
polls. These findings are then used to 
rule out of consideration all “extreme” or 
“offensive” views.

Real power does not rest in the 
parliamentary talking shop anyway 
and never has. Fundamental decisions 
concerning economic and political life are 
made in the boardrooms of the large banks 
and multinational industrial firms, by 
faceless civil servants and judges. The inner 
core of the state – the army, police and 
secret service – remain at all times firmly 
in the hands of the agents of the capitalist 
class itself.

It is common sense to most people 
that democracy and dictatorship 
are completely opposed to each 
other. Dictatorship is bad because 
it excludes the population from 
political life and concentrates all 
power in the hands of a despot. 

Democracy is good because it makes 
political power accountable to the people.

As with most “common sense” political 
ideas this view hides the truth. Marxists 
make a distinction between forms of 
government and the class nature of the 
state. We always ask, “which class interests 
are served by the state?” If they are those 
of the capitalist class then, whatever its 
political form – parliamentary republic, 
constitutional monarchy or other – it is a 
capitalist state.

Every state in history has been an 
instrument in coercion, by which one 
class enforces respect for its property and 
secures its rule against resistance and revolt. 
Capitalist states – including those in which 
all citizens have the right to vote – exist to 
defend the rule and the property of a tiny 
handful of multi-millionaire exploiters.

In Britain – thanks to generations 
of struggle – all citizens have the right to 
vote and parliament is, formally at least, 
sovereign. But however preferable this 
may be to a military or fascist dictatorship, 
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