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NEWS

BY DAVE BRODY

The ongoing judicial inquiry into 
the so-called “spy cops scandal”, 
involving the actions of the 
Metropolitan Police Special 
Demonstration Squad (SDS), 

promises little relief for victims and an 
even smaller chance of systemic reforms. 
The SDS was the undercover body tasked 
with investigating workers’ organisations, 
left wing groups and campaigns from 
1968 to 2008. As part of these undercover 
investigations, undercover operatives 
committed many egregious breaches of 
human rights and the law.

The organisations spied on by the 
police include many trade unions like 
Unite, Unison and the CWU, the family-
led campaign for justice for the racist 
murder of Stephen Lawrence and socialist 
organisations, including our forerunner 
organisation International Socialists. Over 
more than four decades, at least 139 police 
officers were deployed undercover to 
monitor more than 1,000 political groups.

By any means necessary

The motto of the SDS was “by any 
means necessary”, an approach liberally 
applied in their attempts to incriminate 
dedicated activists and trade unionists. 
Blacklisted activsts Dave Smith confirms 
that one spy cop infiltrated UCATT, 
attempted to incite arson in one dispute 
and influence the general secretary 
election: pure agent provocateur. Irish 
socialist Eamonn McCann explains 
how the SDS played an even dirtier and 
bloodier role in the Six Counties.

The aspect of these “investigations” 
which has garnered the most controversy 
is the use of sexual relationships as 
a means to gain access to political 
organisations. Male undercover officers 
were encouraged to use “promiscuity” to 
integrate themselves into radical circles, in 

at least three cases 
even leading to 
operatives having 
children with 
female activists.

The SDS was disbanded in 2008 
because, according to a senior officer, it 
had “lost its moral compass”. However, 
long term infiltration of left-wing groups 
continued in another unit, the National 
Public Order Intelligence Unit (NPOIU). 
Additionally, the government, with the 
full support of the Labour Party under Sir 
Keir Starmer’s management, are currently 
progressing the Covert Human Intelligence 
Sources Bill, which will legalise criminal 
activity by undercover police officers.

Justice denied

Theresa May launched the public inquiry 
into the spy cops scandal in 2014 when she 
was Home Secretary. The inquiry promised 
to be “committed to transparency”. 
However, undercover officers have 
repeatedly delayed progress by making 
applications to protect their identities. The 
inquiry is currently scheduled to run until 
2023, with further delays likely.

Many of these applications have 
been approved to protect the spies from 
“danger” or on the somewhat ironic 
grounds of protecting their privacy, 
despite the majority of these deployments 
being decades old and involving the 
infiltration of peaceful protest groups. 
This will prevent the victims from being 
able to challenge the claims made by these 
anonymous officers, as even their fake 
identities are being withheld.

It is clear that the true purpose of the 
inquiry is not to achieve justice for those 
activists and trade unionists who were 
victimised by the spies, or to hold the 
police to account in any meaningful way. 
Instead the aim is to provide a smoke-
screen to diffuse public anger and deflect 
this into the labyrinths of the bourgeois 
justice system, resulting in delay and 

demoralisation. 
This strategy has already been 

successfully used in the cases of the 
Hillsborough disaster and the Iraq war. 
The appointment of Sir John Mitting, an 
establishment shill of the highest order, 
to lead the inquiry will inevitably yield 
further bias in favour of the police and 
makes the result a foregone conclusion.

The bourgeois justice system is set up 
to appear as impartial, and to be acting 
in the pursuit of justice for all people 
regardless of their class or background. 
However, as an organ of the capitalist state, 
it is in reality an institution designed to 
protect the state and private corporations 
against those who seek to obtain justice 
from below. 

The police are the front line of 
this system. Riddled at a general level 
with racism, anti-poor and anti-union 
prejudices, at its extreme reaches the state 
rewards its agents with the right to use 
deadly violence with impunity and even 
indulge in sexual exploitation. 

In order to obtain true justice for the 
victims of these disgraceful undercover 
operations, socialists should demand:

• A full inquiry led by workers’ 
organisations, campaigns and unions – 
no whitewash.

• Full disclosure of the secret identities 
and full names of those involved, 
so that victims can identify their 
persecutors, challenge their lies and 
seek justice.

• Full access to police records, 
unredacted, so that the superior 
officers who ordered these tactics can 
be held to account.

• For a mass movement, rooted in the 
workplace and community, against 
police harassment and racism – 
disband the TSG, and all secret and 
armed units. 

Spy cops: 
stranger than 
fiction
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BY JOE CRATHORNE

The public inquiry into the 
circumstances surrounding 
the Grenfell Tower fire which 
killed 72 people in June 2017 is 
entering its final stage, with full 

findings due to be published in late 2021.
For the past three years the inquiry 

has exposed a long list of wrongdoings 
by Celotex, the Mayfair-based insulation 
supplier whose cladding was responsible 
for the rapid spread of the fire. Findings 
show that Celotex purposely hid key 
information on the flammability of the 
Rs5000 cladding used at Grenfell and 
failed to mention that it had failed its 
initial fire safety test.

Jonathan Roper, a former employee 
at Celotex, told the inquiry that the 
insulation supplier had behaved in a way 
that was “misleading and intended to 
mislead”. In an attempt to make as much 
profit as possible on the Rs5000 cladding, 
Celotex was responsible for “unethical” 
practice, said Roper, who alleged that his 
previous employer had acted fraudulently.

While the role of Celotex in the 
Grenfell atrocity is clear, it is not alone in 
its gross negligence. The inquiry heard 
that Claire Williams, former Grenfell 
Tower project manager for Kensington 
and Chelsea Tenant Management 
Organisation, had destroyed evidence 
relating to the Grenfell fire, “binning 
notebooks” when she left her job. Williams 
was responsible for managing budgets for 
the installation of the cladding and for 
liaising with Grenfell tenants during the 
renovation.

During Williams’ admission, it also 
came to light that Peter Maddison, 
former head of assets and regeneration at 
Kensington and Chelsea TMO, kept key 
pieces of evidence at his home and failed 
to hand them over to police. Residents 
campaign group Grenfell United expressed 
disgust and fury at the discovery that 
“materials of the utmost relevance” were 
binned by Maddison weeks after the fire 
had taken place.

Former Grenfell residents – many 
of whom are still living in short-term 
accommodation three years after the 
fire – are right to be furious. The inquiry 
has revealed a years-long history of 

mistreatment, bullying and harassment 
of Grenfell residents by the TMO, which 
ignored concerns around fire safety and 
even went so far as to threaten dissenting 
tenants with legal action.

Williams and Maddison were integral 
in establishing the chain of events that 
led to the fire. “Every single link in this 
chain is going to be found to be rotten and 
cancerous,” said Eddie Daffarn, a former 
Grenfell resident. “The government didn’t 
implement the inquest recommendations 
after the Lakanal House fire in Camberwell 
where six people died in 2009. Had 
they done that Grenfell wouldn’t have 
happened. RBKC failed to carry out 
scrutiny of the TMO.”

As the inquiry draws to a close, the role 
of Celotex and Kensington and Chelsea 
bosses in the deaths of 72 people has 
become undeniable. There is more than 
proven reason, as well as a legal case to 
bring charges against Celotex and Royal 
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea 
Borough’s (RBKC) Tory-run council and 
TMO. However, as well as the negligence 
of corporate and local authority bosses, it 
is the current housing system—a system 
that incentivises profit over regard for 
working-class lives—that must be held 
responsible.

Twelve years of Tory housing policy 
has only quickened the privatisation of 
social housing and consolidated this 
disregard for working-class people; 
tens of thousands of private renters and 
owner-occupiers are stranded in homes 
clad in the same flammable Rs-5000. 
Government legislation has provided 
the basis for local authority cuts to social 
housing and the selling-off of council and 

housing association homes, either through 
the demolition and redevelopment of 
estates or indirectly through right-to-
buy properties ending up in the hands of 
private landlords.

Instead of corrupt TMOs, we need 
tenants’ control of our homes. Tenants, in 
conjunction with the Fire Brigades Union 
and council unions, should have the power 
to sign off designs, inspect buildings and 
order repairs and renovation as well as new 
council builds to provide homes to all who 
need them. The government should fund 
council-run Direct Labour Organisations 
to carry out the work in the public sector, 
not for profit.

A publicly owned and planned housing 
system can end the housing crisis and 
ensure a tragedy like Grenfell never 
happens again. We need an end to the 
right to buy which has allowed 2.6 million 
homes to be shifted from social ownership 
to for-profit investment. A massive 
council house-building programme must 
be started right away to end the housing 
crisis. 

The giant property developers must be 
nationalised without compensation and 
their assets placed under the control of 
communities and local authorities. Strict 
rent controls should be placed on private 
landlords, with swift expropriation of slum 
landlords who break housing law. Public 
funds must be made available to upgrade 
existing housing stock to the highest safety 
and environmental efficiency standards.

Fighting for such a programme within 
the labour and trade union movement and 
for the democratic workers’ organisation 
which could realise it is the best long-term 
tribute we can pay to the Grenfell victims. 

Grenfell inquiry reveals deadly corruption



06   RED FLAG MAGAZINE WINTER 2020

Deal or no deal: the working 
class loses

BY TIM NAILSEA

With time running out 
for Boris Johnson’s 
government to reach a 
trade agreement with the 
European Union in order 

to avoid a “no deal” outcome, the Tories’ 
antics in negotiations have revealed their 
true intentions with regards to Brexit – and 
the lies they have told at every stage in the 
process.

Despite claiming during the 2019 
election that they had an “oven-ready” 
deal and winning largely on the basis of 
their slogan, “Get Brexit Done”, the Tories 
have revealed that they have been, up until 
this point, incapable of reaching a trade 
agreement with EU leaders.

In a statement on 16 October, Boris 
Johnson announced that trade talks were 
“over” and told the UK to prepare for “no 
deal”. Talks, of course, resumed soon after 
this and it was clearly an attempt to feign a 
“hard line” approach to appease those Tory 
Brexiteers who would prefer no deal.

From the beginning the Brexit project 
has served two purposes.

One has been a cynical attempt to whip 
up support on the basis of nationalism, 
using xenophobia and anti-immigrant 
racism to drive a wedge into Labour’s 
working-class base – a tactic used to 
devastating effect in 2019.

The other has been to indulge the 

anti-regulation Thatcherite hardliners 
in the Conservative Party, who have an 
interest in a hard break with the EU and 
a reorientation of the economy towards 
the United States. The devastating effects 
of such a break on the British working 
class would largely benefit this wing of the 
capitalist class.

A no deal Brexit would have a terrible 
impact upon Britain’s economy, but 
so would Brexit even upon the most 
favourable of the terms currently being 
negotiated. Tariffs on the 30% of our food 
that comes from the EU will raise prices 
by between 7% and 30%. Ten per cent duty 
on Britain’s 2 million car imports and 1 
million exports will inevitably lead to job 
losses: up to 30,000 in Sunderland alone.

The human impact on 3.6 million EU 
migrant families living here is even greater, 
with many already feeling forced to leave; 
the NHS, construction, agriculture will all 
face labour shortages. Meanwhile future 
trade deals, for example with the US, will 
threaten consumer and environmental 
protections.

Adding to this sense of impending 
chaos, parliament has threatened to break 
international law and tear up the Northern 
Ireland Protocol, which agreed a customs 
barrier down the Irish Sea to protect the 
all-Ireland economy, especially agricultural 
produce. No deal would devastate 
economies north and south and lead to a 
political crisis.

Britain’s capitalists look to take 
advantage of the decrease in regulation 
to degrade workers’ pay and conditions. 
Workers will be expected to shoulder 
the burden of the economic fallout. The 
speculators and fraudsters who make up 

the Brexiteer wing of the Conservative 
Party, however, expect to make like 
bandits. GDP has shrunk 11% in 2020; no 
deal Brexit would adda  further 2% fall 
according to the OBR. 

It is therefore a complete dereliction 
of duty on the part of Labour leader Keir 
Starmer to start parroting the Tories’ 
“Get Brexit Done” slogan. Just as with the 
Coronavirus and the infamous “spy cops” 
bill, the new Labour leadership is refusing 
to provide any real opposition to the 
Tories.

At a time when the Tories’ mishandling 
of the Coronavirus crisis is leading 
to thousands of deaths and economic 
collapse, and Johnson’s nationalist, 
disaster-capitalist approach to Brexit is 
going full-steam ahead, a resolute socialist 
opposition is sorely needed. This will not 
be found in Starmer’s Tory-lite approach 
and patriotic rhetoric. 

Brexit was always an anti-working class 
project, fuelled by capitalist greed and 
justified with cynical racism. The EU is an 
imperialist bloc for sure – but its break-up 
into smaller rival blocs will only benefit 
the far right, populists and the bosses.

The government failing to reach a 
trade deal with the EU or even reaching a 
deal on the most favourable terms being 
negotiated will exacerbate the economic 
collapse Britain is already experiencing. 
The trade unions and the Labour Party 
must oppose any attempt to make the 
working-class pay for it:

•  Strike and occupy all factories 
threatening closure or relocation

• All migrants welcome here
• Link up with European unions and 

socialists for solidarity action 

NEWS

Brexit talks hang in the balance
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Britain's largest union is 
undergoing a change of 
leadership for the first time in 
a generation

BY JEREMY DEWAR

Unison is the sleeping giant of 
the trade union movement.

Despite having 1.3 
million members, including 
the bulk of key workers in 

various low-paid and/or insecure roles 
from cleaners and nurses to teaching 
assistants and bin workers, the union 
barely makes a sound, unless it’s a 
local initiative, like the Tower Hamlets 
strikers.

Retiring General Secretary Dave 
Prentis and his leadership team have 
ruled Unison for 20 years, sometimes 
with an iron fist, but never used the 
union’s collective strength against the 
class enemy. Their record is shameful.

Members now have the chance to 
elect a new General Secretary who will 
set the union’s direction in the coming 
years. Ahead of the ballot deadline on 
27 November, we look at the state of 
the union and the policies of the four 
candidates. 

Unison’s membership has been on 
the sharp receiving end of austerity 
programmes imposed by Tory 
governments and Labour councils. 
Real pay has fallen by between a fifth 
and a quarter in a decade. Hundreds of 
thousands of jobs in the NHS and local 
government have been lost.

Our pensions have been reduced 
and contributions increased. 
Privatisation, PFI deals, and the 
academisation of schools have forced 
down wages, service levels and 
working conditions, while ripping up 
any shred of accountability. Now covid 
has exposed the fragile condition of 
our most cherished institutions, like 
the NHS.

One of the few times that Unison 

has stepped up to the plate was the 
aborted pensions strike of November 
2012. After promising a fight “bigger 
than the miners”, the strike was 
called off abruptly after one day and 
without consultation. A litany of other 
misdeeds can be added to the case 
for change, including witch-hunts of 
good militants, corruption in the last 
General Secretary election and the 
eagerness to join in the demonisation 
of Jeremy Corbyn in the Labour Party.

Manifestos

Three of the candidates do promise 
“change”. The fourth, Christine 
McAnea, proudly stands on her record 
of 25 years as a Unison officer. So 
when McAnea says, “when you retire, I 
will still be there for you, campaigning 
for fair benefits,” remember that 
pensioners only need benefits because 
McAnea was part of the leadership 
team that sold out your public sector 
benefit.

Like McAnea, Roger McKenzie is 
also an Assistant General Secretary 
and has been for 10 years. Yet he is the 
bureaucracy’s outsider – and an active 
anti-racist campaigner. He has the 
support of a host of left Labour MPs 

including Jeremy Corbyn – though 
not Unison member John McDonnell 
– and many Labour Party and Black 
members. But McKenzie does not 
acknowledge the mistakes of the past 
decade let alone propose any solutions 
going forward: just an “increasing 
[amount of] expert advice”.

There is also another Black 
candidate, Hugo Pierre, who like Paul 
Holmes is a rank and file candidate, 
i.e. a member who actually has a job 
among those he is campaigning to 
represent. It is between these two that 
members who want real change have 
to choose.

Both have excellent track records of 
leading strikes and campaigns, perhaps 
Paul’s being more impressive, building 
one of the biggest branches in the 
country in Kirklees, Yorkshire. Paul 
has consistently got up the noses of 
management and Unison bureaucrats 
(he is currently suspended by both).

Having said that, Hugo has 
the better policies, calling for a 
“renationalised NHS under workers 
control and management” and “re-
nationalisation of energy companies…
with compensation only on the basis of 
proven need”.

The trouble is, these are stock 
demands of the Socialist Party, of 

Vote Paul Holmes and organise 
the rank and file

Brexit talks hang in the balance
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which Hugo is a member, and who 
unfortunately never put such words 
into practice when they win positions 
high up in the unions, e.g. in the PCS. 
This is particularly problematic when 
we remember that Hugo stood in the 
Unison United Left hustings and, 
when he lost, chose to stand anyway, 
knowing this would decisively damage 
the chances of a left victory. With 
so much potentially at stake for a 
million members, unity should weigh 
heavily on the scales unless there are 
differences of principle – which there 
are not.

“United” Left candidate Paul 
Holmes’ manifesto, like his entire 
campaign, is very short on detail; 
reliance on personality and charisma 
is never a good sign. Nevertheless, 
many of the same policies are there: 
“nationally coordinated action” for a 
“substantial pay rise for health, care 
and school workers”; “£15 per hour 
minimum wage”; an “anti-austerity 
programme and campaign for 
decent jobs, training and affordable 
housing”; ending casual contracts; and 
a fight against “racism, homophobia, 
disability discrimination and sexism”.

Paul also pledges to divert money 
away from bureaucratic perks and 
towards branches and activists, 
including doubling branch budgets, 
organising among contracted out 
cleaners, call centre staff and caterers 
and aiming for “a Unison steward in 
every workplace”. In this vital area he is 
more concrete than Hugo.

But none of the candidates 
put forward a real rank and file 
perspective. This would have to include 
not only taking a worker’s wage instead 
of the £130,000 Prentis took every year, 
which both Paul and Hugo support, 
but also ensuring all Unison officials 
are subject to election and immediate 
recall, the right of members to control 
their own disputes, including strike 
action, preparedness to break the 
undemocratic anti-union laws where 
necessary and to use Unison’s strength 
to fight for socialist policies and 
leadership of the Labour Party.

Holmes says every union decision 
should be democratic but for him this 
simply means the “reporting back 
of the decision should be quick and 
transparent”. What could be quicker 
or more transparent than members 

making those decisions themselves in 
mass meetings and under a leadership, 
i.e. strike committee, that they 
themselves elect and direct?

Such a transformation, which is 
imperative in the face of the Tories’ 
new pay freeze and looming spending 
cuts to pay for the coronavirus 
stimulus programme, cannot be 
achieved by a General Secretary 
election. It has to be the work of the 
rank and file themselves, organised 
into a movement to radically 
transform the union.

We should demand, win or lose, 
that Holmes and the United Left, 
including the SP, convene a national 
meeting of all Unison activists and 
left branches to discuss starting 
such a campaign. If they do so, 
thousands of Unison members, facing 
unemployment, downgrading, worse 
contracts, shorter hours and ever 
greater workloads, could be mobilised 
to fight the Tories and the bosses and 
make them pay for the impending 
crisis.

ZERO COVID, NO PROBLEM?
BY PETER MAIN

The recent launch of the Zero 
Covid campaign brings a 
welcome breath of fresh air and 
sanity to the public debate on 
dealing with the pandemic.

For all their talk of "following the 
science" and "balancing health and wealth", 
Boris Johnson and his cabinet have ignored 
clear lessons from the rest of the world, 
ensured the death of some 70,000 people 
and shrunk the economy by more than 20 
per cent.

Nor can they avoid the blame by 
pointing to the novelty of the virus itself; 
they were warned of the impact of such a 
pandemic in 2016. The Cygnus Report of 
that year stressed, in particular, that the 
country had inadequate stocks of personal 
protective equipment and that care homes 

would see the highest death rates. What 
did the government do? Nothing. The 
report was buried and remains classified to 
this day.

While Johnson and his cabinet dithered 
throughout February and most of March, 
China, Taiwan and South Korea took 
immediate, and drastic, steps to stop 
the virus in its tracks. Learning from 
earlier epidemics, such as SARS, they set 
themselves the target of eliminating the 
virus by nationwide restrictions on all 
movement. 

At the same time, the terrible cost 
of not following their example became 
clear in Northern Italy. Whether the 
government here did accept the so-called 
"herd immunity" strategy of simply 
allowing the virus to spread throughout 
the population, until everybody had either 
caught it and become immune or died, we 
do not know.

The strategy they did adopt, however, 

was almost as cold-blooded and cynical. It 
was to allow the pandemic to spread up to 
the point where the NHS was completely 
overwhelmed. Only then, would serious 
restrictions on movement be introduced. 
Once the spread of the disease had been 
reduced to "manageable" levels, the 
restrictions would be lifted, knowing full 
well that the virus would then spread 
again.

All the deaths, all the long-term 
disabilities were regarded as an acceptable 
cost for keeping as much of the economy 
functioning, that is, profit-making, as 
possible. The same is true of “excess 
deaths” (deaths indirectly caused by 
Covid) from domestic abuse, suicide and 
delayed or cancelled treatment of other 
diseases while the NHS was overwhelmed 
by the pandemic.

There was a method in this madness; 
the Tories and their allies saw in the 
pandemic an opportunity to accelerate the 
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strategy laid down in their 2012 
Health and Social Care Act for 
dismantling and privatising the 
NHS.

The “Lansley Act” abolished 
the Primary Care Trusts and 
Strategic Health Authorities, 
replacing them with "Clinical 
Commissioning Groups" which 
provided access to the health 
system for private companies. It 
was a recipe for the disaster of the 
Covid pandemic.

Zero Covid

The Zero Covid strategy rejects 
the idea that there can be an 
acceptable level of the disease. 
This is the approach taken in 
the past to other such infectious 
diseases; no one suggests that 
there is an acceptable level of 
smallpox or poliomyelitis. Setting 
the eradication of the virus as a goal, 
however, does not imply that this is easy 
or quick, only that public health strategies 
should aim for it.

The Zero Covid Campaign has drawn 
on international experience and the advice 
of Independent Sage to identify four key 
measures to implement that strategy:

• National lockdown until community 
transmission is close to zero

• An effective Find, Test, Trace, Isolate, 
Support system, run locally in the 
public sector to quash any further 
outbreaks

• Covid screening and, where necessary, 
quarantine at all ports of entry to the 
UK

• Guaranteed support for all those 
required to isolate.

Had such a strategy been implemented in 
time, we would by now be essentially free 
of the virus and life would have returned 
to normal as it has in other countries 
that used this approach. Now, of course, 
it would likely require a much more 
extended lockdown.

However, while lockdowns reduce 
transmission, they have taken their toll on 
both jobs and public health.  We cannot 
simply lock down until enough of the 
population is vaccinated, nor can we let 
the virus rip or allow the Tories to pursue 
a strategy of on/off lockdowns to keep 
deaths at an “acceptable” level. Instead, 
a lockdown should be used to reduce 
transmission and implement a Find, Test, 
Trace, Isolate and Support system that can 
stop the spread of the virus and eliminate 

the need for further national lockdowns. 
Such an approach must be combined 

with financial and social support for those 
isolating. Alongside the organisation and 
empowerment of workers and students 
to monitor health and safety measures 
in their workplaces and educational 
institutions and, where necessary, close 
them to contain outbreaks. 

Clearly, the Tories are not going to 
change course just by examples of a 
better strategy; their cronies are making 
too much from the disaster and their 
media barons can orchestrate a supposed 
public outrage at even the most minor 
restrictions, no matter the departure of the 
loathsome Dominic Cummings.

Labour movement

Supporting the Zero Covid campaign, 
however, is not just a matter of pointing 
to examples of best practice overseas. In 
workplaces all over the country, union 
organisers, stewards and Health and Safety 
reps are fighting for safe working practices 
and the right to refuse to work in unsafe 
conditions.

The Zero Covid campaign provides a 
framework to coordinate such struggles, 
locally and nationally, and to generalise 
key demands such as full pay for those 
who have to isolate. The campaign already 
has the support of trade union activists, 
like nurses Karen Reissmann and Mark 
Boothroyd, as well as branch officers in the 
NEU, Unison, UCU and Unite.

Trade union and Labour Party 

branches should support the campaign 
and publicise its proposals and demands as 
widely as possible. At the same time, like 
the Tories, we should have a strategy. We 
should draw the political lessons of this 
global pandemic; all of the measures that 
need to be taken, even the half-hearted 
ones the Tories have taken, point to the 
need for socialist solutions.

Not only the coronavirus pandemic, 
but climate change and the economic 
crisis need the mobilisation of all of 
humanity's resources, irrespective of 
national frontiers, private property or 
corporate profits. The prospect of an 
effective vaccine, after less than a year of 
the pandemic, is the result of international 
collaboration between scientists; successful 
protection in the here and now demands 
the planned production and allocation of 
resources.

In particular the elimination of the 
virus means using the accumulated wealth 
of the imperialist countries to build 
public health systems in the semi-colonial 
countries. The free distribution of effective 
vaccine/s to all parts of the Global South 
in roughly the same time period is vital 
for worldwide elimination of the virus. As 
with environmental issues, imperialism 
has to be resisted.

All of these issues are ultimately 
political; who is to control the world's 
resources and in whose interests? That is 
why we need a political party, not only in 
this country but an international party that 
will fight for a socialist answer. 

More information and materials from 
https://zerocovid.uk
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BY DAVE STOCKTON

On 29 October 2020, 
Jeremy Corbyn, Labour 
Leader from September 
2015 to April 2020, 
was suspended from 

party membership and had his 
membership of the Parliamentary 
Labour Party withdrawn. The action 
was taken by the Party’s unelected 
General Secretary, David Evans, 
in collusion with the party’s leader 
Keir Starmer. The pretext given was 
Corbyn’s response to the publication 
of the Equalities and Human Rights 
Commission’s October 2020 report 
into the Labour Party’s handling of 
antisemitism under his leadership. He 
had stated;

“One antisemite is one too many, 
but the scale of the problem was also 
dramatically overstated for political 
reasons by our opponents inside and 
outside the party, as well as by much 
of the media. …. While I do not accept 
all of (the EHRC’s) findings, I trust 
its recommendations will be swiftly 
implemented to help move on from 
this period.”

The Report itself did not find 
Corbyn responsible for any of the 
antisemitic incidents, nor did it find 
them to be widespread, despite the 
claims of prominent right wing and 
pro-Israel Labour MPs, plus the chief 
Rabbi and the Board of Deputies who, 
in any case, cannot be said to represent 
the whole Jewish community – not the 
ultra orthodox, the liberal synagogues 
or many secular and socialist Jews.

The Labour Party NEC set up a 
panel to consider Corbyn’s suspension 
from the party, which rapidly restored 
his full membership. Uproar resulted 
from Tory and liberal media, the right 
wing MPs and the Board of Deputies. 
PLP members threatened to resign 
from the party. Then the party General 

Secretary, supported by Starmer, 
announced that Corbyn would not 
be restored to membership of the 
Parliamentary Labour Party.

Evans, a veteran of Tony Blair’s 
New Labour regime, last week 
ordered constituency parties not to 
discuss Corbyn’s suspension on pain 
of disciplinary action. Yet Starmer 
himself, and right wing MPs and 
leading figures in the Shadow Cabinet, 
have loudly and publicly supported 
the decision. Local parties, however, 
are denied the same right – and 
have effectively been gagged. Where 
constituency parties, such as Bristol 
West, have discussed the treatment 
of Corbyn, their elected officers have 
been suspended by unelected national 
and regional party bureaucrats.

This new clampdown on members’ 
rights has already provoked a further 
backlash. The neighbouring CLP of 
Bristol North West similarly defied 
Evans’ orders and passed a motion 
criticising Corbyn’s suspension as 
“divisive, demoralising and wrong”, 
continuing that it would “weaken our 
Party when we need to be strong to 
resist the harm that Tory policies are 
doing to millions of people”.

Other constituency and branch 
Labour parties around the UK are 
passing more and more motions 
supporting Jeremy Corbyn or 
condemning, or even voting outright 
no confidence in, Keir Starmer and 
David Evans. Others are being blocked 
from doing so by anti-democratic 
interventions by regional officers.

Fourteen members of Labour’s 
39-member National Executive 
Committee (NEC) have written an 
open letter condemning both David 
Evans and Keir Starmer.

Background

As soon as Jeremy Corbyn was elected 

leader, a coalition of forces, the old 
Tony Blair far right wing plus the so-
called centre-left of the party for whom 
it was an article of faith that a left 
leadership could never win an election 
because of media hostility, set out to 
“correct” the membership's choice. 
Forcing a new leadership election in 
2016 they were roundly trounced once 
again. That was when the campaign to 
smear and discredit Corbyn really got 
underway.

Knowing his long identification 
with the defence of Palestinian rights, 
and opposition to Britain and the 
USA’s imperialist wars, they targeted 
him as an antisemite and a racist. In 
fact, Corbyn has probably the longest 
and most consistent record of active 
opposition to all forms of racism and 
fascism of all Labour MPs going back 
to the 1970s.

Soon, the coalition of anti-
Corbyn forces were targeting the 
whole Corbyn movement, which had 
increased Labour’s membership from 
190,000 to 550,00, making it the largest 
left wing party in Europe. A handful 
of Jewish MPs, who were long time 
Israel supporters, claimed to be the 
victims of “left antisemites" without 
little or no evidence. They claimed that 
if Labour were elected, Jewish people 
would be in physical danger and would 
have to flee the country. All this was 
magnified by television programmes 
like the infamous July 2019 Panorama 
broadcast, and daily propaganda in the 
Tory tabloids and the liberal Guardian. 
Prominent black activists, and Jewish 
anti-Zionists, were targeted and 
suspended or expelled.

The problem was that Corbyn and 
his team of advisers, and Jon Lansman, 
the owner of the Momentum franchise, 
refused to stand up to this onslaught. 
They let their supporters be hounded 
out of the party. Why? Because they 
feared any fightback would lead to 

LABOUR PARTY IN CRISIS AS 
STARMER LAUNCHES PURGE
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the exit of right wing MPs before the 
election and thus doom the prospect of 
a Corbyn government.

In fact, five did leave, but their 
“party” soon disappeared. What all 
this revealed was that the project of 
the reformist Labour left requires 
maintaining a block with the Labour 
right – in this case the great majority 
of the Parliamentary Labour Party. The 
strategic problem with this is that the 
right has no need of the left, since they 
represent the agency of the bourgeoisie 
within the Labour Party, normally, 
indeed, its unquestioned leadership.

Given the paucity of the “evidence” 
referred to in the EHRC Report, 
mainly Facebook posts and tweets, 
without proof that the people who 
authored them were even LP members, 
it is an outrage that the investigation 
was not into the egregious slander 
campaign and the sabotage from the 
party bureaucracy at Labour HQ.

A report by the minority of 
Corbyn supporters who worked at 
Victoria Street Southside records 
the horrendous bullying they were 
subjected to by the anti-Corbyn 
bureaucracy, plus the outright 
sabotage of Corbyn’s leadership and 
the 2017 election campaign. This 
was suppressed and had to be leaked 
because the party leadership failed to 
do anything about it.

Corbyn opened the way to this 
defeat not only by his disastrous 
mishandling of the political crisis over 
Brexit in 2018-19, his failure to fight 
the bogus antisemitism campaign 
and his failure to let the membership 
thoroughly democratise the party, but 
by resigning after the 2019 defeat and 
opening the way to Starmer.

Momentum under Lansman also 
contributed to disaster by blocking 
its development into a genuinely 
autonomous organisation of the rank 
and file membership. Instead, they 
made it little more than a cheerleader 
for Corbyn and McDonnell. As a 
result, when Corbyn resigned, a big 
minority of his supporters voted for 
Starmer. The left MPs then adopted 
a polite supportive position to the 
new leader as parliamentary protocol 
suggested.

The struggle goes on

Despite the repression aimed at the 
membership in the branches, the 
number of condemnatory resolutions 
has continued to rise. In addition, 
several senior trade union leaders 
including Len McCluskey of Unite, 
the largest single donor to the party, 
have protested in the strongest terms 
seen for many years. He referred to 
Starmer’s de facto reversal of the NEC 
panel’s unanimous restoration of 
Corbyn’s membership as “a vindictive 
and vengeful action which despoils 
democracy”, as “capitulating to outside 
pressures", and as launching a “witch 
hunt”. 14 members of the NEC signed 
a statement rejecting these actions. 
Subsequently, 13 of them left the NEC 
meeting when Margaret Beckett, rather 
than Ian Murray of the FBU, was 
elected as that body’s chair.

The suspensions of CLP officers 
who rightly disregarded the ban on 
party members discussing events 
of this magnitude testifies to the 
existence of a leadership determined 
to impose a bureaucratic dictatorship 
over the party. Given the absence of 
a conference until at least September 
2021, the lockdown until March at 
least, the “purdah” during the May 
2021 local elections and the regional 
officers running wild, it is clearly 
necessary for the rank and file to take 
control. They should defy the totally 
undemocratic instructions and ensure 
the continued functioning of branches, 
constituency parties, young labour 
branches etc. together with the local 
liaison committees with affiliated trade 
unions.

It is the duty of every branch and 
constituency party, every affiliated 
union at national and branch level, 
not only to refuse to comply with 
the bureaucracy in Victoria Street 
but to call for an emergency party 
conference to reverse all measures 
taken against Corbyn or the left, to 
censure the leader (and press for a 
new leadership election) and remove 
David Evans from his post. The party’s 
general secretary, and all leading 
regional officials, should be elected, 
not appointed. Since Starmer now has 
a majority on the NEC, the resistance 

will need to call their own conference, 
not only to resist Starmer’s coup 
against the membership but to adopt 
a fighting plan of action against the 
Tories and the mass unemployment 
that the economic and covid crises 
have unleashed.

A democratic party of the working 
class has to be a militant party of the 
class struggle. Where branches and 
constituency parties are suspended, 
they should at once organise with 
affiliated union branches and Trade 
Union Councils to prepare such 
a conference and to engage in the 
class struggle against the Tories – on 
unemployment etc. The Socialist 
Campaign Group MPs should form 
their own group in parliament with 
Jeremy Corbyn as an honoured 
member.

If this coup by the right wing PLP, 
the leader and the head of the party 
bureaucracy against the individual 
membership and the majority of the 
trade unions, is allowed to stand, it will 
be a final and historic defeat not only 
for Corbyn but the entire Labour left.

But the battle is not yet over, largely 
because the right insisted on breaking 
Corbyn and purging his supporters. 
They pressured Starmer to use the 
EHRC report to humiliate and gag the 
left. A deal negotiated with the unions 
broke down when Starmer refused to 
reinstate Corbyn in the Parliamentary 
Party, under pressure from the Jewish 
Labour Movement and the Board of 
Deputies.

The outrage at Starmer’s 
actions presents the opportunity to 
counterattack. But this requires the 
unity of all those who do not accept 
unity with Starmer as either desirable 
or possible. In fact, it means setting 
the goal of a veritable revolution 
in Labour, the dissolution of the 
unelected party bureaucracy, the 
putting of the PLP and the councils 
under the discipline of bodies elected 
by the rank and file members in the 
branches and in the affiliated unions, 
too. Last but not least it means 
throwing the party into the class 
struggle against mass unemployment, 
against privatisation, against the entire 
Tory attack on the welfare state.
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The Communist Party of 
Britain's latest programme 
is a class collaborationist 
strategy that sets out for the 
wrong destination

BY TIM NAILSEA

This year the Communist Party 
of Britain (CPB) re-released its 
programme, Britain’s Road to 
Socialism, marking one hundred 
years since the founding of 

the Communist Party of Great Britain, 
which the CPB traces its lineage back to. 
This programme was first published in 
February 1951 and, while some details 
have been updated as society has changed, 
the political substance remains largely 
unaltered. 

The political substance is that of a 
reformist, parliamentary approach to 
socialism. Britain’s Road to Socialism 
is, in fact, probably one of the clearest 
blueprints for reformist socialism 
one might find on the British left. 
As such, it makes the argument for a 
path to socialism via the election of 
a left government based on a cross-
class alliance, including “progressive” 
capitalists.

The CPB itself is small, with less 
than one thousand members. It 
does, however, remain influential 
in the British workers’ movement, 
particularly with the trade union 
bureaucracy and the left of the 
Labour Party. This is due in part to 
its influence over the Morning Star 
newspaper, the editorial line of which 
is that of Britain's Road to Socialism 
and has a wide readership in the 
labour movement. This is also due to 
the continued influence of Stalinist 
politics, characterised by nostalgia 
for the Soviet Union and other 
“Communist” countries, on the British 
left.

For most of 
the century of 
its existence, the 
CBGP (CPB’s 
forerunner) 
enjoyed the 
patronage and the prestige of its 
association with the “really existing 
socialism” of the Warsaw Pact 
countries, in which many a trade 
union bureaucrat went on a jolly 
junket. This influence has persisted, 
as a centre-left of the TUC, whose 
officials and broad lefts continue 
to network within the pages of the 
Morning Star. What distinguishes 
Stalinism from social democracy is the 
formal adherence to a postcapitalist 
goal: the belief that socialism can be 
achieved in a non-revolutionary way 
through nationalisation and state 
intervention to plan the economy on 
behalf of the working class, i.e. through 
a cold overturn of property relations, 
leading to a society based on the 
model of the degenerated USSR.

THE KEY PREMISE OF 
BRITAIN’S ROAD TO 

SOCIALISM IS THAT THE 
MAIN ENEMY IN BRITAIN 
IS NOT THE CAPITALIST 
SYSTEM AS A WHOLE, 

BUT RATHER MONOPOLY 
CAPITALISM AND THE 

PREDOMINANCE OF 
FINANCE CAPITAL

A number of Jeremy Corbyn’s advisers 
and operatives, such as his Director 
of Communications Seamus Milne, 
subscribed to Stalinist ideas. Andrew 
Murray, one of Corbyn’s closest 
advisers, was until recently a leading 
member of the CPB. The party, in 

utilising the strategy outlined in its 
programme, has leading roles in 
several campaigns, including the 
Stop the War Coalition and People’s 
Assembly. Its influence, therefore, far 
exceeds its membership.

The reformism of Britain’s Road to 
Socialism is the result of the rightwards 
turn that the Communist Party took, 
when it abandoned even the pretence 
of revolutionary politics and instead 
attempted to tail the existing reformist 
perspectives of the British labour 
movement. Its continued influence, 
therefore, reflects the reformist, class 
collaborationist outlook of the trade 
union bureaucracy and much of the 
Labour left, which the CPB attempts to 
put itself at the centre of. 

The programme

The key premise of Britain’s Road to 
Socialism is that the main enemy in 
Britain is not the capitalist system 
as a whole, but rather monopoly 
capitalism and the predominance 
of finance capital, itself the merger 
of monopoly and banking capital. 
Modern capitalism in Britain is 
dominated by large monopolies, which 
control the markets and to which the 
state is completely subservient. The 
“core” of this system is a tiny minority 
of finance capitalists. Industrial capital 
is marginalised as a whole, though 
certain parts, like aerospace, arms 
manufacture, are hugely important.

But the CPB extrapolates from 
this that, although the working-
class has the “most direct” interest 
in challenging monopoly capitalism, 
other elements of society also 
have an interest in its defeat. Small 
business and industry, therefore, are 
potential allies in the fight against 
the main enemy. This, as we shall 

CPB'S ROAD TO
REFORMISM
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see, is politically problematic, but 
also ignores the web of all the class’ 
relations and the thousand threads 
that tie the dominant sectors of British 
capital to its subordinate partners in 
exploitation.

It is on this basis, however, that 
the programme argues for a broad 
“progressive movement” which will 
include sections of the capitalist class:

“When assessing the forces that 
can be mobilised for progress, due 
account should be taken of divisions 
within the capitalist class. Some sectors 
or enterprises orientated towards 
industry rather than financial services, 
or the domestic rather than export 
market, or which are home-owned 
rather than owned from outside, can 
be split away from a united front 
of monopoly capital by appropriate 
measures. Small business owners may 
have their own reasons for opposing 
monopoly power, and their support 
for anti-monopoly policies can prove 
important in blocking reactionary 
mobilisations against the labour 
movement and the left.”

This is an argument for what, in 
the Stalinist tradition, is referred 
to as a “popular front”, an alliance 
which includes not just workers’ 
organisations but also those of the 
“progressive” bourgeoisie, against 
the “immediate” enemy. As well as 
these, the programme envisages the 
progressive movement to be made 
up of the TUC, the left of the Labour 
Party and worthy campaigns such as 
Defend Council Housing and Health 
Campaigns Together. An important, 
if not leading role is reserved for the 
Communist Party as “the Marxist 
party with the largest and deepest roots 
in the labour movement”. This might 
appear a laughable claim for such a 
tiny party but what they really mean is 
influence over significant sections of 
the trade union bureaucracy. Its role is 
to provide a “vision” of socialism and a 
strategy for achieving it. 

The role of this cross-class 
alliance is to fight for changes against 
monopoly capitalism, and Britain’s 
Road to Socialism advances and 
“Alternative Economic and Political 
Strategy” (AEPS) and “Left Wing 
Programme” (LWP) around which 
the broadest possible coalition of 
progressive forces can be united. 
The economic element of this 
strategy is to advance reforms, which 
would improve the lives of working 

people without advocating a radical 
overthrow of capitalism. Policies 
include full employment, collective 
bargaining rights, nationalisation of 
large monopolies and the “promotion” 
of industrial democracy.

All of these are envisaged as 
being achieved within the capitalist 
system. A place remains for 
private capital, which should be 
“directed” into manufacturing and 
productive industry, and the state 
should use “planning agreements” 
with these capitalists to ensure 
they pursue the left government’s 
policies. Nationalisation would be 
limited to certain sectors, such as 
utilities, transport, finance, oil and 
pharmaceuticals. The economic 
strategy is one of state intervention 
and reform, which leaves the wider 
capitalist system untouched.

 The Communist Party aims to 
work within the various progressive 
movements in society, and win them to 
the LWP:

“The first stage in the revolutionary 
process in Britain will be signified 
by a substantial and sustained shift 
to the left in the labour movement, 
growing support for key policies of 
the LWP among the working class 
and the population more widely, and 
the development of an anti-monopoly 
alliance of forces across a range of 
battles and campaigns.”

Once this is achieved, the 
movement should be mobilised 
to elect a left-wing government. 
Because parliamentary democracy 
is so firmly entrenched in British 
society, a socialist “revolution” can 
only come about through the election 
of such a government. This is likely 
to be an alliance of progressive 
“anti-monopoly” parties, “based on 
a socialist, Labour, communist and 
progressive majority at the polls”. It 
does not rule out the involvement of 
the Greens or the nationalist parties.

The election of a left-wing 
government committed to the AEPS 
and LWP marks the “second stage” 
in Britain’s Road to Socialism. Both 
parliamentary and extra-parliamentary 
activity would need to be utilised in 
order implement socialist policies. 
The programme recognises that 
such a government will face hostility 
from international capitalism, and 
this would need to be countered by 
alliances with countries such as China, 
but also by focusing on building 

“socialism in one country” in Britain.
It also acknowledges that the left 

wing government would face hostility 
from the capitalist state apparatus in 
Britain, but this could be counteracted 
by “changes in recruitment, staffing 
and management policies”, and the 
involvement of public sector unions. 
The unions would also be brought into 
the military, which would be over-
hauled, with a greater role given to 
reservists.

Once the threat of counter-
revolution has been staved off, the 
left-wing government would now be 
free to implement Britain’s transition 
to communism. This would be 
achieved through the government 
peacefully extending social ownership 
into the economy and encouraging 
a move towards more workers’ 
cooperatives. There would still, of 
course, be “scope for small businesses”. 
Extreme inequality would be 
“reduced” and capitalism, eventually, 
would disappear. The transition 
to communism will be a gradual, 
incremental affair. 

Reform or Revolution

Britain’s Road to Socialism is thus a 
comprehensive argument for reformist 
socialism and the establishment of 
socialism in one country. As such, 
its continued popularity amongst 
reformists in the Labour Party 
and the trade union bureaucracy 
is unsurprising. While it, at times, 
gives lip service to the need for mass 
movements and extra-parliamentary 
activity, it firmly establishes their 
role to be, first, to elect a left-wing 
government and, second, to support 
that government’s implementation of 
socialist policies. 

Although it acknowledges the 
hostility of international capital and 
counter-revolutionaries within the 
state apparatus, it argues that these 
can simply be legislated against and 
reformed away, providing there is 
a powerful labour and progressive 
movement outside parliament which 
can mobilise public opinion to support 
such a government against economic 
sabotage by the capitalist elite and the 
“deep state”.

But this is an auxiliary supportive 
role not the principal agency. The 
Peoples Assembly, founded in 2013, 
is an expression of this. Readers will 
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easily recognise this as the approach 
pursued by Jeremy Corbyn, his 
closest advisers and Jon Lansman in 
Momentum. Their effectiveness can be 
judged from their inability to defend 
Corbyn as leader against the media 
and Labour right before he could even 
get into power.

It further argues that socialism can 
be established in one country, and in 
fact this is one of the main ways in 
which the hostility of international 
capitalism can be countered. A hope 
is expressed that other countries will 
follow suit, but their failure to do so 
will in no way inhibit Britain on its 
journey to socialism.

THE COMMUNIST PARTY 
REJECT THE MARXIST 

CONCEPT THAT THE MAIN 
DIVISION IN SOCIETY IS 

BETWEEN CAPITALIST AND 
WORKER; INSTEAD SEEING 

IT AS BETWEEN “STATE-
MONOPOLY CAPITALISTS” 

AND EVERYONE ELSE, 
INCLUDING OTHER 

CAPITALISTS
The weakness of Britain’s Road to 

Socialism begins with its premise, that 
the key to building a “progressive” 
alliance can be found in opposition 
to the “common enemy”, monopoly 
capitalism. It is correct that capitalism 
has long transitioned to a stage 
where the world economy, including 
that of Britain, is dominated by 
monopolies. It is also correct that the 
predominance of finance capital has an 
important influence upon the nature 
of British capitalism, turning it into 
an imperialist power, which exploits 
a share of the world’s subordinate 
powers primarily through the 
export of finance capital, rather than 
manufactured goods.

The mistake, however, is to 
elevate this to being the primary 
contradiction in British society. In 
doing so, the Communist Party reject 

the Marxist concept that the main 
division in society is between capitalist 
and worker; instead seeing it as 
between “state-monopoly capitalists” 
and everyone else, including other 
capitalists. This means that the 
abolition of capitalism ceases to be 
the main aim, only the abolition of a 
particular aspect of it.

This mistake itself 
is rooted in Stalinist 
theory. When in the 
1930s the Soviet Union 
under Stalin moved 
decisively away from 
the idea of international 
revolution in order to 
focus upon building 
“socialism in one 
country”, its bureaucracy 
needed to come to terms 
with international capital 
and capitalist states. The 
Communist parties in 
other countries began to 
attempt to build cross-
class alliances wherever 
possible. In the third world this took 
the form of anti-imperialist alliances 
with the national bourgeoisie. In the 
West, it took the form of “Popular 
Fronts” with “progressive” capitalists 
against fascism.

In the anti-imperialist struggle, the 
contradiction between imperialism 
and all classes in the colony or 
semi-colony was thus raised above 
that between the working class 
and capitalism; in the West the 
contradiction between fascists and 
anti-fascists was considered primary. 
In both instances, Leon Trotsky 
argued that while the anti-imperialist 
or anti-fascist struggle might be the 
immediate issue, the working-class 
should not cede the leadership of those 
movements to the bourgeoisie by 
abandoning revolutionary aspects of 
its programme to the capitalists, who 
will ultimately betray the working class 
to pursue their own interests.

It is impossible, however, to 
achieve socialism in this manner. This 
is because the primary (strategic) 
division is that between the interests 
of the capitalists and those of the 
workers. Any political alliance between 
the working class and sections of the 
bourgeoisie will necessarily require 
the abandonment of revolutionary 
elements of the programme, such as 
the abolition of private property or the 
seizure of the means of production, as 

these would bring about the abolition 
of the bourgeoisie as a class, obviously 
something not in their interests. 

Even reformist policies such as the 
programme of nationalisation argued 
for in Britain’s Road to Socialism would 
be treated with outright hostility by the 
British bourgeoisie, even its smaller 

elements, who have a vested interest 
in preventing state intervention and 
in the sanctity of private property. In 
fact, the smaller capitalists that the 
Communist Party envisages forming 
an alliance with tend to make up some 
of the most reactionary elements 
of the British bourgeoisie, as they 
feel their profits threatened by the 
smallest changes in taxation or labour 
regulations.

Small business owners often have 
a direct, proprietary attitude towards 
their capital, in a way that larger 
corporations may not. This is borne 
out by having formed the base of the 
Conservative Party throughout its 
modern history and the backbone of 
every reactionary movement for over 
a century. Class interests, for Marxists, 
are paramount in determining political 
strategy, and a cross-class alliance 
against one aspect of capitalism cannot 
be a realistic path to socialism. 

The failure of this approach is 
born out by history. When Stalin 
and his supporters pushed for the 
Chinese Communist Party to form a 
cross-class alliance with the “national 
bourgeoisie” led by Chiang Kai-shek, 
it resulted in workers and communists 
being massacred by their supposed 
allies in 1927. The Popular Front 
government, supported by the Stalinist 
Communists, did everything it could 
to hold back the workers’ revolution 

SALVADOR ALLENDE, PRESIDENT OF CHILE 1970-1973
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in Spain and eventually violently 
suppressed the workers’ movement in 
Catalonia in 1937. In Chile, from 1970 
to 1973, the popular frontist Popular 
Unity government of Salvador Allende, 
supported by the Communist Party, 
bent over backwards to win support 
from “progressive” capitalists, who 
ultimately backed a fascist coup to 
displace them.

Capitalists and their parties will 
always defend their own class interests 
over those of the working class, and 
attempts to come to terms with them 
will ultimately lead to an abandonment 
of socialist politics, or defeat at their 
hands.

The reformist approach, by viewing 
electoral politics and parliamentary 
activity as the chief vehicle for 
achieving socialism, abandons the 
Marxist idea that the liberation of the 
working class must be the act of the 
working class itself. This is not simply 
a tactical question. The very act of the 
working class seizing power for itself, 
rather than expecting parliamentary 
representatives to do it on their behalf, 
is what makes the working class 
truly free. The revolutionary method 
insists upon mass working class self-
activity, seizing control of the means 
of production and forming its own 
centres of power.

It is telling, therefore, that Britain’s 
Road to Socialism makes little 
reference to the concept of workers’ 
control. The working class movement 
is seen primarily as one element in 
an electoral coalition, the purpose 
of which is to elect parliamentary 
representatives and support them in 
passing “progressive” legislation.

There is an occasional reference 
to workers’ cooperatives and a 
democratised economy, but these 
will be encouraged by the socialist 
government, rather than created by the 
self-activity of the working class; they 
certainly are not seen as alternative 
centres of power to the capitalist state, 
let alone as the basis of a workers’ 
state, as the soviets (workers’ councils) 
were developed to become in 1917. 
This fact alone shows that the CPB 
envisages a bureaucratic, degenerate 
form of socialism, bereft of its beating, 
revolutionary heart.

The programme also 
underestimates the level of resistance 
even a left reformist government could 
expect from the capitalist class. The 
measures described in Britain’s Road 

to Socialism, such as staffing changes 
in the civil service and reforms to 
the military, would not be enough to 
prevent attempts to paralyse or even 
overthrow a socialist government.

The state is ultimately in the 
service of the ruling class; therefore 
socialism through Parliament is not 
achievable. Workers need to form 
their own revolutionary organisations 
and use them as the basis for a new 
system of self-government, out of 
the organisations they have created 
through struggle. The “workers’ 
state”, as envisaged by Marx and 
Engels, and described by Lenin in 
State and Revolution, is not simply a 
majority “progressive” government 
in Parliament. It is a new kind of 
state, or as Lenin says a “semi-state”, 
a state on the way to self-dissolution, 
formed by the workers themselves, 
for the purpose of destroying the 
bourgeoisie as a class and enabling 
workers to administer production 
and distribution themselves without 
the need for a permanent state 
bureaucracy, police or standing army.

In Russia from 1917, it was the 
system of factory committees and 
soviets, created during the revolution, 
that were the basis of the new workers 
government. By leaving the state 
apparatus of the capitalists largely 
untouched, in the naïve belief that it 
could be used to implement socialism, 
a left-wing government in Britain 
would face the same fate as Allende’s 
in Chile 1973 – its violent overthrow 
by counter-revolution. The capitalists’ 
state must be “smashed” i.e. totally 
dismantled and their resistance 
suppressed, violently when necessary.

Problems with Stalinism

One theme of Britain’s Road to 
Socialism is its insistence that it is 
a programme specific to Britain. 
As already discussed, it was the 
turn towards building “socialism in 
one country” that set the Stalinist 
parties down the reformist path, as 
by necessity this project requires a 
“socialist” country coming to terms 
with international capital.

Socialism, however, cannot 
peacefully coexist with capitalism, as 
these are two completely antagonistic 
social and economic systems, just as 
the bourgeoisie and the proletariat are 
antagonistic classes. One must always 

win out against the other. The failure 
of international revolution to spread 
following the Russian Revolution 
of 1917 is what ultimately led to the 
Soviet Union’s degeneration and the 
rise of the Stalinist bureaucracy. Any 
revolution in Britain or elsewhere is 
doomed to failure unless it spreads 
elsewhere. For this reason solidarity 
with the workers’ movement across 
the world should be a fundamental 
principle.

A parochial, national outlook 
permeates the CPB’s approach 
throughout the programme, 
privileging alliances with British 
capitalists over international solidarity. 
This is evidenced by its treatment of 
the question of the European Union. 
Britain’s Road to Socialism considers 
the EU to be one of the main obstacles 
to the construction of socialism in 
Britain, an agent of international 
monopoly capitalism. However, rather 
than aiming to overturn capitalism 
and construct socialism across Europe, 
the programme sees the task as being 
to build socialism within Britain’s 
borders; thus separating the UK from 
the EU is necessary.

A narrow view of socialism as a 
national project, completely divorced 
from the international working class 
movement, allows the Communist 
Party to privilege all manner of 
“alliances” with our own bourgeoisie. 
The type of bourgeois that formed the 
backbone of the Brexit movement – 
racist petty bourgeois, small employers 
concerned with “regulations” which 
impede their exploitation of workers, 
and financial speculators hoping to 
turn a profit – should warn us of the 
kind of “cross-class alliance” the CPB 
hopes to form to build “socialism in 
one country”. 

The contents of Britain’s Road to 
Socialism make it clear where the 
faults with the Communist Party 
and its fellow travellers lie. It is not 
simply nostalgic romanticism for 
past totalitarian regimes and the 
whitewashing of their historic crimes. 
Nor is it even their continued support 
for states such as China and Assad’s 
Syria and apologism or denial of their 
monstrous crimes. These are all a 
by-product, however abhorrent, of 
the party’s reformist politics, which 
seeks alliances with those who have 
no interest in building socialism, and 
ultimately holding back or wrecking 
the workers’ movement in the name of 
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these alliances.
The CPB’s reformism largely 

takes the form of tailing the left of 
the Labour Party and trade union 
bureaucracy. In other West European 
countries, such as Italy and France, 
mass Communist parties were able to 
form alliances with the “progressive” 
bourgeoisie under their own steam. 
Since in Britain the Communist Party 
never gained a mass membership, it 
has mostly confined itself to tailing the 
Labour Party in the hope of exerting 
influence through it. 

The CPB and its fellow travellers 
were amongst the most vocal 
supporters of the Corbyn leadership 
but failed completely to push for 
anything like a militant workers’ 
movement, let alone revolutionary 
politics. The Corbyn “movement” was 
always seen as auxiliary to the strategy 
of winning an election. For this the 
prerequisite was to maintain the unity 
of a parliamentary party (PLP) still 
in the hands of the right and at the 
same time to prevent the new mass 
membership from fighting to remove 
the right wing MPs and councillors or 
to democratically decide the policies a 
left Labour government would pursue.

The broad alliance with the 
Labour right, not to speak support 
of progressive parties and business 
owners, turned out to be an illusion. 
Unfortunately the failure of the Labour 
left in the branches and the unions 
to self-organise and take control of 
“their” movement, out of a misplaced 
loyalty to Corbyn, led to the collapse of 
the whole project.

If at all active in the British labour 
movement, one is likely to come across 
any number of left Labour activists 
and trade union officials whose views 
reflect the politics of Britain’s Road 
to Socialism. This, however, does not 
suggest that the party has the ability to 
actually shape politics in these circles, 
so much as its programme simply 
reflects the outlook of Britain’s labour 
officialdom – the primacy of elections 
and parliamentary politics over 
workers’ mass movements, alliances 
with the “progressive” capitalists over 
class struggle, petty nationalism over 
international solidarity. As such this 
programme is less of a road map 
to socialism, so much as a path of 
endless compromise in politics and in 
principles. 

 

INTERNATIONAL SECRETARIAT

Joe Biden looks certain to be the 
next President of the USA but, 
despite a record turnout of some 
160 million voters, this was no 
“blue tidal wave”.

On the contrary, the Democratic 
party failed to win the Senate 
and even lost seats in the House 
of Representatives. Whatever the 
outcome of any of Trump’s avalanche 
of appeals, that outcome is unlikely to 
change.

Nonetheless, to dismiss those 
appeals as simply “frivolous” or 
“vexatious” would be to miss their 
purpose. For months, Trump has 
been laying the foundations of a great 
myth, “the stolen election”. In the short 
term, the legal challenges prolong the 
tension, encouraging his supporters, 
often armed, like those which besieged 
polling stations at Maricopa County, 
Arizona and in Detroit, to take to the 
streets.

Longer term, they can feed into 
a QAnon-style conspiracy theory 

that divides Trump supporters, 
including fascist groups such as the 
Proud Boys he has praised, from the 
“establishment” Republicans.

Thus far, the Trump backlash 
is not a mass phenomenon, but an 
uptick in racist killings in times of 
crisis is always a danger in the USA. 
Now is certainly a time to be prepared 
to defend against such violence 
as unleashed by angered Trump 
supporters.

The projected 66.8 percent voter 
turnout shows that Trump maintained 
and mobilised his predominantly 
white, lower middle class and male 
base. His mixture of racism, including 
his attacks on BLM protesters, his 
demagogy against anti-covid measures 
and his populist fake rebelliousness 
fit the mood of his mad-as-hell base. 
Although he lost some of his white 
voters, probably to the right wing 
Democrats, his base sustained the 
losses and even grew. He also made 
some gains in all racial minority voting 
pools, despite his aggressive racial 
politics.

In contrast to Trump’s campaign, 

UNITED STATES
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Joe Biden didn’t have to do much 
except wait and depend on all those 
who feared and hated Trump – a still 
huge constituency. He could also 
depend on Bernie Sanders, Alexandria 
Ocasio-Cortez and other “socialists” 
elected on Democratic tickets. Leading 
figures in Jacobin and the Democratic 
Socialists of America (DSA) also 
fell into line, despite the DSA’s 2019 
convention decision not to campaign 
for any Democratic candidate except 
Sanders. As it turned out, the great 
majority of the DSA leadership 
pledged, “to volunteer our time to 
phone-banking, text-banking, door 
knocking, and otherwise organizing 
to defeat Trump over the next four 
weeks”.

What can now be guaranteed is 
that Biden will proceed to let down 
his supporters by offering no great 
solutions to our biggest problems. 
Even if, by some miracle, he were to 
propose radical measures, the still-
Republican Senate would block them. 
That is just the same situation as with 
Barack Obama – a situation that led to 
the election of… Donald Trump.

In reality, of course, Biden does 
not stand for any radical measures; 
even before the final results had been 
announced he was already promising 
to make agreements “across the aisle”, 
that is, with the Republicans in the 
House, and even suggested bringing 
Republicans into his administration. 
For all his playing on his working 
class family origins, his 30-years in 
Congress and the (shady) business 
deals of his family, though of course 
peanuts compared to Trump, show 
that he was a candidate of the 
establishment.

The fact that a majority of the 
educated business class prefers Biden 
confirms this. They see him as a safer 
pair of hands for US capital’s interests 
at home, via his influence over labor 
and many community leaders and, 
abroad, by restoring good relations 
with the US’ NATO allies.

A Biden presidency, however, 
does present the Republicans with a 
dilemma. They can either collaborate 
with Biden to conservatize his already 
conservative inclinations for the sake 
of the US economy and to restore 
a basic stability to the country’s 
politics, or they can act as permanent 
disrupters. If they choose the former 
course, this opens the possibility of 
Trump and his supporters forming 

an overtly racist populist, or even an 
outright fascist, party or movement.

Obviously, the pressure from 
the overwhelming majority of big 
capital will be for the former strategy; 
with millions of unemployed and 
coronavirus out of control, and the 
need to calm the global markets, they 
will not want to “go to the streets” 
and risk a proto-civil war situation. 
However, there are undoubtedly a few 
billionaires within the hedge fund 
sectors of capital, the “move fast and 
break things” brigade, who would 
fund a fascistic movement and the 
working class and oppressed will need 
to prepare for this.

At the opposite pole, the 
Democrats have done so badly that 
the space opens up for a party like the 
Democratic Socialists of America to 
grow rapidly, providing they have the 
courage to put clear red water between 
themselves and Biden and his party.

Another major feature of the 2020 
campaign, thanks to Trump’s antics, is 
that large numbers of Americans and, 
indeed, citizens of foreign countries, 
have become aware of just how far 
short of a democracy (let alone the 
ideal of bourgeois democracy) the 
United States really is. On the front 
line, of course, there is the huge 
amount of voter disenfranchisement 
and vote suppression, hitting 
first at people of colour, but also 
striking poorer white workers. Then 
there are the obstacles placed to 
voting, especially in red states, like 
complicated registration procedures, 
invalidated registrations and uneven 
distribution of polling stations.

On top of that, are the intended 
structural failings in US democracy. 
There is the absolute scandal of the 
Electoral College that allows the 
majority of voters to get the president 
they did not vote for. Gerrymandering, 
a ubiquitous phenomenon indicating 
corruption, and the primary tool of 
vote suppression, are made possible 
only by this very system of red/blue 
precincts and states. The Senate, again 
with a grossly unequal distribution 
of seats, is able to delay, block and 
force major concessions on legislation 
passed by the more democratic 
House. Then there are the powers of 
the presidency, not least of which is 
the right to appoint judges for life to 
higher courts and the Supreme Court.

All of these features, highlighted 
by this election season, were explicitly 

designed by the founders of the US 
Constitution (as can be read in the 
Federalist Papers) to block and limit 
democracy. Ironically, even to make 
good the claims of the Declaration 
of Independence would require 
tearing up the roots of the American 
state. Clearly, such a democratic 
revolution could not be won within 
the framework of the present system, a 
fundamentally imbalanced one under 
any circumstance. The only force that 
could achieve this revolution is the 
working class – Black, white, Latino, 
Asian – sweeping aside the white 
supremacism that stems from slavery 
and the genocide of the American 
continent’s indigenous peoples.

Building such a working class 
movement means fighting against mass 
unemployment, homelessness, the lack 
of a universal healthcare system to 
meet the pandemic, the pursuit by ICE 
of “illegals” and other such issues that 
face workers, here and now. Certainly, 
the Democrats will not lead or support 
such political struggles.

What the situation needs, what the 
working class needs, is a party built in 
the thick of such struggles not, in the 
first place, by electoral campaigning. 
Such a party needs to take the lead 
in building fighting trade unions and 
community organisations. Such a party 
is a powerful tool to fight for the issues 
that affect the working class as well as 
a tool to strike at capitalism at an even 
higher level.

Biden’s presidency should be the 
last period in which the powerful 
social forces of the working-class and 
the oppressed are given no option 
except a party of the US capitalists and 
imperialists, Democrat or Republican.

The DSA could play a decisive 
role in building such a party, but 
only if its members make up their 
mind at its next convention to dump 
the useless “dirty break” strategy 
(in fact it is a no break strategy) 
and fight for a clean break with the 
Democrats. They need to develop, in 
open debate, a socialist programme, 
a revolutionary, not a reformist one, 
which today would simply reproduce 
the weakness and paralysis of the 
Democratic Party. This would be a 
major step towards developing our 
ability to resist economic oppression, 
political repression, and breaking 
the stranglehold on politics of the 
capitalist, two-party duopoly.
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BY ROBERT TELLER

There are many countries that 
do very well, if not better, 
without a king. And then there 
is Thailand, where the hashtag 
#WhyDoWeNeedAKing is 

considered an insult to the majesty of the 
monarch. The protest movement of recent 
months has already reached a point on this 
issue that would have been unthinkable in 
previous years (for example, the red shirt 
protests).

In Bangkok schools, the royal 
anthem is sung every morning by order 
of the military. The monarchy is not a 
quaint relic of the past in Thailand; it is 
closely linked to the ruling political and 
economic system. The royal house is the 
largest landowner in the country, holds 
shares in companies worth billions and 
supported the two military coups in 2006 
and 2014 against democratically elected 
governments. This bulwark of reaction 
has now become the talk of the town and 
the subject of mass protests, despite the 
draconian penal provisions that shield it 
from criticism.

Trigger

The current wave of protests was triggered 
by the decision of the Constitutional Court 
on February 23 to ban the bourgeois-
liberal Future Forward Party, FFP, which 
received the third most votes in the 2019 
parliamentary elections but did not 
participate in the government. The ban 
was justified by judges close to the military 
by an allegedly illegal party donation of 
191 million baht (approx. 5.3 million 
euros) by the entrepreneur and party 
founder Thanathorn Juangroongruangkit.

Similar accusations have often been 
made by the military and the state 
apparatus against oppositional bourgeois 
parties or those that fall out of favour and 
are perceived by the military and royal 
house as a threat to their privileges. The 
banning of the FFP shows how much the 
ruling clique fears popular opposition 
forces - even if they represent a purely 
bourgeois programme and, based on the 
current undemocratic system, have little 
prospect of a government majority.

The first protests were organised 

in February by students of Thammasat 
University in Bangkok. Other universities 
and schools quickly joined in. However, 
the actions took place under increasingly 
difficult conditions at the beginning of the 
pandemic and could not be sustained after 
a strict lockdown closed universities and 
schools.

The protests flared up again in July, 
however, with the largest demonstrations 
since the coup of 2014 taking place in 
highly symbolic locations and at well-
known universities. Nor were they limited 
to the capital city, spreading to at least 20 
regions of the country. They expressed 
a rage over dictatorial measures against 
freedom of expression and other civil 
liberties, such as those the junta has been 
applying since 2014 not only against "red 
shirts" but against all those who openly 
criticise the country's transformation 
under military rule.

One of many such cases is that of a 
man from Khon Kaen who wore a T-shirt 
with the slogan, "I have lost faith in the 
monarchy". He received an uninvited visit 
from the police, and, when he refused 
to take off the T-shirt, he was forcibly 
admitted to a psychiatric hospital in Khon 
Kaen on 9 July. The Student Union of 
Thailand initiated protests and an appeal 
that was joined by many others.

Claims

Demonstrators demanded the dissolution 
of the 2019 recomposed parliament, an 
end to harassment of opponents of the 
government and a new constitution to 
replace the one drafted under the 2016 
military junta. But the movement is 
raising more than just certain basic civil 
democratic rights. Students protest at their 
schools against corporal punishment and 
humiliation by their teachers, students at 
universities against the current haircut and 
dress code. LGBTIAQ activists demand the 
equality of homosexual partnerships, the 
revision of textbooks and the recognition 
of their sexual identity in schools and in 
public. Women demand the legalisation of 
abortion.

All these issues have been taboo until 
now. Under military rule, there was not an 
inch of room for questioning them. The 
movement has created this space, and so 
the inviolability of the monarchy no longer 

seems to be something "sacred". Yet the 
demonstrators did not originally openly 
put the elimination of the monarchy on 
the agenda. It was to a large extent the 
government's reaction that pushed them 
in this direction by blanket accusations 
that the activists who advocated limited 
democratic reforms are opponents of the 
monarchy.

Reaction

The government responds with repression, 
but also with offers to the opposition in 
parliament to participate in consultations 
about possible reforms. On 15 October 
a state of emergency was declared; all 
gatherings of more than 5 people were 
banned, bringing back memories of the 
coup of 2014. Many well-known leaders 
of the movement were arrested. The 
following day, a peaceful demonstration 
of 2,000 demonstrators at the Pathumwan 
Crossroads near central Siam Square 
in Bangkok was broken up with water 
cannons, laced with irritants and blue 
dye, as shown in videos. The protest 
movement responded with unannounced, 
decentralised demonstrations in order to 
make repression by the cops more difficult.

Despite the state of emergency and 
the closure of the metro, some 23,000 
people took to the streets on 17 October. 
The repression had misfired and its 
actions only added to the list of demands 
directed against the government. Now, the 
demand was for the immediate resignation 
of Prime Minister Prayut Chan-o-cha. 
The demonstrations continued, and 
after a few days Prayut had to lift the 
state of emergency. This shows that the 
government is on the defensive and has no 
plan. No decision has yet been made, and 
the government has at least some reserves 
in its drawer, such as the mobilisation of 
right-wing, royalist forces who stand up 
for the old "order", create chaos and call 
on the military to intervene - to "save the 
monarchy and order".

On 17 November, renewed clashes 
between the protest movement and 
police occurred in front of the parliament 
in Bangkok during a debate on the 
constitution. On the agenda was the 
proposal that in future the majority of the 
Senate, that is, the second chamber, should 
be elected by the people and no longer 
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appointed by the military. In the Chamber 
of Deputies, the parties close to the 
military and the monarchy certainly have a 
clear majority because of the undemocratic 
electoral law, so the chances of legal reform 
are practically nil. No wonder, then, that 
protests broke out and demonstrators 
tried to reach the parliament, which was 
protected with barbed wire, barricades and 
water cannons. At least 40 demonstrators 
were injured. 5 suffered gunshot wounds, 
according to statements by human 
rights organisations. On the fringes of 
the actions, there were also clashes with 
supporters of the monarchy, who reject 
any constitutional amendment.

The last months have shown the staying 
power of the protest movement and its 
popularity, but it has not yet managed to 
develop the confrontation any further. This 
is necessary, however, if it is not to end like 
previous movements. Before we look at 
the perspective of the opposition, however, 
let us examine the system it is up against 
and how it is linked to capitalism in the 
country.

Government, military, monarchy, capital

Prime Minister Prayut Chan-o-cha has 
ruled Thailand since the last coup in 
May 2014, and since then the military 
junta has worked to build a bourgeois-
democratic façade that cannot limit the 
regime's power. Prayut used the first 5 
years as head of the military junta, among 
other things, to "prepare" the elections in 
March 2019 in such a way that he could 
form a government again without having 
a democratic majority, which would have 
resulted from universal, secret and equal 
elections. Under the 2016 Constitution, 
the entire upper house of Parliament is 
to be appointed by the military, whereas 
previously at least half of the seats were 
determined in elections. This means that 
the armed forces can block any decision of 
the lower house.

Thailand's ruling class is divided 
and unable to express its interests in 
a "democratic" form. An important 
section maintains close ties with the state 
bureaucracy and the military, including 
the state and military-controlled industrial 
sector. Other parts have repeatedly 
distanced themselves from the state-
military apparatus and opposed the 
government in the mass protests of 2009 
and 2013/2014. The ruling military-
monarchist bloc, on the other hand, has 
no socially strong base outside the state 
apparatus and a certain clientelism. The 

parties associated with it therefore fear 
even "normal" bourgeois conditions, that is 
to say, anything that is not controlled and 
contained by the military and monarchy.

They are unable to present the 
urban and rural masses with a credible 
programme that would integrate them and 
address their social crisis. The military is 
therefore dependent on the royal family 
to legitimise its claim to power. Thus, the 
government depends on the support of 
the military and the state bureaucracy. 
The military sees its power linked to the 
continued existence of the monarchy and it 
seems impossible to have one without the 
other.

One component of the political crisis 
is thus the inability of the ruling class to 
shape its political rule in such a way that 
its various wings, as well as the masses, 
are democratically integrated. While in 
bourgeois democracy the "democratic 
will" seems to rise above the classes 
as if by itself, the ruling faction of the 
Thai bourgeoisie remains bound to a 
pre-modern monarchy in alliance with 
the military bureaucracy, and thus to 
quite primitive police-state methods of 
"mediating" rule to the people.

A second component of the crisis 
is a social dislocation that has plunged 
millions into poverty, both in the cities 
and in the countryside. Thailand's 
government may congratulate itself for its 
successful management of the pandemic, 
but this "success" weighs heavily on the 
shoulders of the population. Although the 
government has provided comprehensive 
wage replacement benefits, surveys show 
that half of the households have suffered 
massive income losses and a majority of 
informally employed workers receive no 
support. Tourism has shrunk to zero and 
the gross domestic product will decline by 
8 percent in 2020.

Mass movement and bourgeois leadership

When students from Thammasat 
University formulated their 10-point 
programme on 10 August, it was 
undoubtedly a very courageous, and for 
many, a radical step. They called for the 
abolition of the criminal law paragraph 
that penalises any insult to the monarchy 
or disclosure and control of the royal 
house's finances, the dissolution of various 
state institutions of the monarchy and their 
"depoliticisation", that is, their separation 
from the military and its parties.

All of these steps go in the right 
direction, but each of them will meet with 

strong resistance from the state and the 
military. The crucial question is how this 
resistance can be overcome. Because the 
most basic democratic demands have a 
very radical effect in this country, even 
bourgeois parties that are suppressed or 
sidelined by the military can take on a 
popular role in mass movements. But the 
conflict between, say, the Shinawatras or 
Thanathorn Juangroongruangkit and the 
military is only a relative one, not one of 
differing class interests. Both the former, 
coup d'état Prime Minister Shinawatra 
and the liberal opposition politician 
Thanathorn Juangroongruangkit come 
directly from the circles of Thai big 
business.

Thanathorn did not mobilise the 
masses that are now on the streets, nor 
does he have a strategy for the movement 
to break the power of the military. 
Rather, he warns against any escalation 
and open confrontation with the ruling 
regime. He appeals to those responsible 
to approach the movement. This is not a 
perspective with which the movement can 
advance, nor one with which it can even 
consistently push through its democratic 
demands. In short, the bourgeoisie is not a 
revolutionary class, and its political parties 
cannot solve this crisis. At best, they want 
a redistribution of power and the benefits 
of the state apparatus within the capitalist 
class.

The movement, on the other hand, 
needs a programme to challenge the 
power of the military by uniting the 
protests of students and urban youth 
with the working class and rural 
masses and organising them into action 
committees and councils. It should fight 
for a constituent assembly prepared and 
controlled not by the bourgeois state 
but by committees of the masses. To 
counter the danger of a coup, the workers' 
movement should promote its aims among 
the soldiers and urge them to break with 
the military leadership if the worst comes 
to the worst. In the event of a coup, an 
indefinite general strike should be called.

These measures must be prepared 
now, and, for this, socialists must fight 
for the leadership of the movement to 
prevent it from being sacrificed by its 
bourgeois leaders in a deal with the 
state-military establishment. For this they 
also need a political force of their own, a 
workers' party, to build on a revolutionary 
programme that combines the struggle 
for democratic rights, the overthrow 
of the monarchy, with that for socialist 
revolution.

INTERNATIONAL
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By Jaqueline 
Katherina Singh

Whilst his petulant 
president was still 
tweeting from the White 
House that he had in 
fact won on 3 November, 

Secretary of State Mike Pompeo was in 
Israel, “legalising” the apartheid state’s 
wholesale robbery of Palestinian land 
and justifying the ethnic cleansing on 
which it was based. De facto he was giving 
Binyamin Netanyahu the green light to 
press ahead with the job, in the form of the 
“deal” drawn up under the leadership of 
Trump’s son-in law Jared Kushner.

Back in March, standing side by side 
with a smiling Donald Trump on the 
White House lawn to herald the plan, the 
Israeli premier said he would annexe all 

the West Bank settlements and that not a 
single settler would have to be uprooted.

Pompeo, with strong links to the 
fervently Christian Zionist US Evangelical 
movement, was paying a visit to a winery 
in the Israeli settlement of Psagot, located 
on the land of the former Palestinian 
community of Jabal al-Taweel. The latter 
are prevented from even visiting land to 
which they possess the title deeds. Yet US 
Christian fundamentalists come every 
autumn to help the settlers harvest their 
vineyards.

He also paid a visit to the Golan 
Heights, internationally recognised as 
Syrian territory, declaring it a “part of 
Israel”. He and his wife went on to the river 
Jordan to see the purported site of Christ’s 

baptism. And of course no visit to the Holy 
Land would be complete without a visit 
to an archaeological tourist attraction, 
the “City of David”, which doubles as a 
450-strong Israeli settlement abutting onto 
the Old City of Jerusalem.

A regular visitor, Pompeo was in 
Israel exactly one year ago with the same 
message:

“After carefully studying all sides of 
the legal debate [sic], the United States has 
concluded that the establishment of Israeli 
civilian settlements in the West Bank is 
not, per se, inconsistent with international 
law."

This time he pronounced that 
settlement on Palestinians land “can be 
done in a way that [is] lawful, appropriate 
and proper”. Whose law, one might ask. 
Where the interests of its capitalists and 
geopolitics are involved, the US believes its 
legal writ runs worldwide.

Annexation

Today some 600,000 Israelis live in 140 
settlements built on Palestinian land 
since Israel's occupation of the West Bank 
and East Jerusalem. Indeed 2020 has 
been a bumper year with 12,159 housing 
units built in the fortress-like hilltop 
settlements. These have remorselessly 
eaten away at the 40% of historic Palestine 
left to its indigenous inhabitants in 1948, 
when 737,000 were ethically cleansed and 
a further 20,000 after the Six Day War of 
June 1967.

After the occupation of the West Bank 
at the end of this war, the process of eating 
away at what remained in Palestinian 
hands in the occupied territories began. 
It has never stopped for long. Israel has 
repeatedly sabotaged the various schemes, 
accepted by the Palestine Liberation 
Organisation, to set up a sovereign state on 
the West Bank. Now the Trump-Kushner 
plan protects these settlements and renders 
the idea of a “two state solution” totally 
unviable. Indeed Israeli hardliners close 

PALESTINE

AS ISRAEL GRABS LAND, US AND 
UK OUTLAW ANTI-ZIONISM
By Dave Stockton
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to the government themselves criticise 
the American plan as giving far too much 
away, since even a moth-eaten Palestinian 
territory would in their view be a threat to 
the settlements’ security.

The outrages performed by Israeli 
forces, particularly the three assaults 
on Gaza in 2008-09, 2012, and 2014, 
along with the remorseless siege and 
imprisonment of the territory’s one million 
inhabitants, have massively eroded support 
for Israel in the USA and Europe.

Israel’s response aided by Christian 
as well as Jewish Zionists – people who 
justify the replacement of the country’s 
indigenous population by settlers to create 
a Jewish state – is to the level the charge 
of anti-Semitism at the left because of 
its support for those resisting national 
annihilation. Reversing the actual roles 
of victims and victimisers, they target the 
Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions (BDS) 
movement, launched in 2005 to pressure 
Israel to comply with international law and 
stop violating Palestinian human rights.

In this vein Pompeo proudly 
announced, “We will regard the global, 
anti-Israel BDS campaign as anti-Semitic” 
and added that products from settlements 
could be labelled “Made in Israel” when 
sold in the USA. "As we have made 
clear, anti-Zionism is anti-Semitism," 
he said, while directing the Office of the 
Special Envoy to identify BDS supporting 
organisations.

Of course Trump and Pompeo will be 
gone in January. However, if supporters 
of Palestinian rights expected anything 
positive from Democratic President-elect 
Joe Biden they have another think coming. 
Joe Biden made this clear during his 
campaign:

“Criticism of Israel’s policy is not anti-
Semitism, but too often that criticism from 
the left morphs into anti-Semitism.”

His presidential campaign officially 
insisted that that it “firmly rejects BDS”, 
because the movement “singles out Israel 
– home to millions of Jews – and too often 
veers into anti-Semitism, while letting 
Palestinians off the hook for their choices”.

Apartheid

Once again we see tropes from the 
International Holocaust Remembrance 
Alliance’s (IHRA) “working definition” 
and examples, deliberately chosen to 
displace real anti-Semitism, fomenting 
hatred and actions against Jewish people, 
with a narrative that Israel is a “normal 
democratic state” and to claim that it is 

a racist apartheid one is ipso facto anti-
Semitic. Of course, Israel is not unique 
in this regard. Britain which tolerated 
and for decades fostered Apartheid South 
Africa, the USA which for nearly a century 
allowed Jim Crow apartheid laws in many 
of its states, indeed all former colonies 
built in “white” settlements are scarred by 
similar racism.

No one should attempt to deny that 
in many parts of the world anti-Semitism 
is on the rise – witness the torchlight 
demonstrators in Charlottesville chanting 
“Jews will not divide us”, an expression of 
the “great replacement” conspiracy theory 
that Jews are behind Muslim immigration.

In fact everyone knows that anti-
Semitism is overwhelmingly a product of 
the fascistic right – the very people who in 
the US are also strong supporters of Trump 
and white supremacy. What the pro-Israel 
campaign on both sides of the Atlantic 
aims to do is stigmatise the left and all who 
refuse to accept Israel’s genuinely racist 
rationale for its existence, that it is a state 
of the world’s Jews, to which have the right, 
indeed the duty to “return” to, whereas the 
expelled Palestinians have no right to live 
or return there.

Driving a wedge between Jewish people 
and the left does no service whatsoever 
to the former and in any case it will not 
work because many Jews have long been, 
and still are stalwarts of the anti-racist and 
anti-fascist left. Open liberals like Biden 
and disguised ones like Keir Starmer, even 
if they will not go as far as Trump and 
Pompeo, still perform a useful service for 
Israel, in return for its role as attack dog for 
US and European imperialism, by witch-
hunting real anti-racists in their parties.

Responding to questions about anti-
Semitism among progressive Democratic 
activists in the US and the UK left, Biden 
replied, “We have to condemn it, and I’ve 
gotten in trouble for doing that,” adding 
that his “commitment to Israel is absolutely 
unshakable.”

The left has nothing to apologise for in 
its defence of the Palestinians’ cause, in its 
condemnation of Israel’s settler colonising 
project, its apartheid-like treatment of its 
Palestinians as second-class citizens or its 
discriminatory laws. Genuine leftists can 
stand firm on this, while detesting any 
display of anti-Semitism and seeking to 
drive out of the labour movement anyone 
who voices anti-Semitism.

Indeed many of the tropes originally 
deployed against Jewish people have 
been extended to Muslim immigrant 
communities in Europe and North 
America. Anti-Semitism and Islamophobia 

are close cousins because of the role they 
play in dividing and inciting sections of 
the working and middle classes – and even 
the racially oppressed themselves – against 
one another.

Israel’s role for imperialism

The Middle East remains a powder keg of 
great power and regional power rivalries as 
the wars in Yemen, Syria, and Azerbaijan 
all show. The Israel-Palestine conflict will 
continue to be tangled up in these rivalries. 
An expansionist settler state armed to the 
teeth, including with nuclear weapons, was 
long an asset to the USA in policing the 
entire region, just as the Zionist colonizing 
project was initially for Britain when its 
seized a whole swathe of the Arab lands 
after the First World War.

In its turn Israel does all it can to incite 
the USA and EU Nato powers against 
any state in the region which looks as if it 
could stand up to it. Yet regional wars – 
between self-interested dictatorial states 
– as has been shown several times will not 
result in the liberation the Palestinians. 
Mass social struggles, class struggles in all 
these countries and within the imperialist 
powers themselves do hold the potential 
to do so. It is in this context that the BDS 
campaign, as pursued by students and 
trade unionists, is so important to defend.

The two-state solution is dead – if it 
were ever possible given the nature of 
the Zionist project. It has been exposed 
as a cruel delusion by Trump, Kushner 
and Pompeo. It will not be revived by 
Biden, except as another con trick. The 
only democratic solution is to fight for a 
single state between the Jordan and the 
Mediterranean with political and social 
equality for all its citizens, for both the 
Palestinian and Israeli nations, with 
security for all. The poison of racism 
whether against Jews or Arabs could be 
ended forever.

In our view such a state must at the 
same time be a socialist not a capitalist one, 
in order to enable the human and natural 
resources to be shared and developed 
under collective ownership and control. 
But the country is a tiny one with limited 
resources. Thus it must be part of a socialist 
federation of all the states of the Middle 
East that can put a stop to the exploitation 
of its resources by imperialist and regional 
powers and being dragged into their wars. 
It is the working class and youth – from 
the countries of the Arab Spring and from 
progressive Israelis and Palestinians – that 
must lead the way to these goals.
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PAKISTAN 

International 
solidarity 
with missing 
IMT member
INTERNATIONAL SECRETARIAT, LEAGUE FOR THE 
FIFTH INTERNATIONAL 

The League for the Fifth 
International sends 
internationalist solidarity 
to the International Marxist 
Tendency whose member, 

Amar Fayaz, was whisked away by cops 
and armed men in plain clothes in the 
early hours of November 9. The abduction 
took place in Jamshoro, Sindh, which 
is located near the port city, Karachi. 
Together with Fayaz, another activist of 
nationalist background, Sarwaich Nohani, 
was also abducted.

Such abductions of political 
activists, commonly termed enforced 
disappearances, have become routine in 
Pakistan. Earlier, it was the nationalists 
who would mainly bear the brunt of 
this undemocratic practice at the hands 
of an increasingly authoritarian and 
paranoid state. Now, we see an increase 
in such cases happening to socialists in 
the country. Only recently, another IMT 
member, Muhammad Amin, was forcibly 
disappeared, only to return after facing 
torture in captivity. Similarly, Shafqat 
Hussain, a former member of the Awami 
Workers Party in Ghotki, Sindh, was also 
forcibly disappeared.

We believe that the increase in such 
undemocratic barbarity on part of the 
Pakistani state speaks of its failure at 
dealing with its economic crisis. The 
IMF's structural adjustment programme 
was supposed to bail Pakistan out of this 
crisis but ended up achieving quite the 
opposite. An increasing number of attacks 
on the working class have taken place since 
the deal with the imperialist institution. 
Mass layoffs and privatisation have been 
carried out by the current regime of Imran 
Khan under the diktat of the IMF. These 
attacks were exacerbated in the wake 
of the pandemic-induced lockdowns. 

Besides austerity, we see a social crisis 
in Pakistan, wherein democratic rights, 
such as the right to a fair trial before a 
jury, stand violated every other day in the 
semicolonial country. Women, gender 
and sexual minorities, and national 
and religious minorities are frequently 
persecuted, while every form of dissent is 
crushed.

In these times, the state has become 
so paranoid that it cracks down on every 
voice that speaks in favour of the basic 
democratic rights of the working people. 
Those who are critical of the neoliberal 
economic policies of the government are 
seen as a threat to national sovereignty. 
This shows how weak and unstable the 
Pakistani ruling classes must be by now.

We condemn in the strongest words 
the increasing barbarism of the Pakistani 
ruling classes and their attacks on the 
common working masses. A number of 
protests have happened across Pakistan 
demanding the release of Comrade Amar 
Fayaz and Sarwaich Nohani. We extend 
our solidarity to the protesting comrades 
and their families.

Attacks on socialists and other political 
activists are unacceptable and we will raise 
our voice against such injustice with fellow 
comrades everywhere in the world! Down 
with barbarism! Forward to socialism!

• Release Amar Fayaz and Sarwaich 
Nohani now!

• Release all missing persons!
• Right to a fair trial before a jury for all!
• Stop persecution of socialists and the 

socially oppressed layers of society, 
including women, children and sexual 
and religious minorities!

One year after they ousted 
the Bolivian President, Evo 
Morales, the right and far 
right parties that organised 
and led the coup, with the 

support and encouragement of the White 
House and the Organisation of American 
States, OAS, have suffered a devastating 
defeat at the polls. Their usurping 
president, Jeanine Áñez, who withdrew as 
a candidate in mid-September, was forced 
to concede. She now faces charges over 
the killing of 30 people during last year’s 
coup, specifically the massacres in Senkata, 
Sacaba and Yapacani.

When polls closed on Thursday, 
22 October, Luis Arce and David 
Choquehuanca, of the Movement Towards 
Socialism or MAS were declared elected 
in the first round with 55.1 percent of 
the votes. Carlos Mesa of Comunidad 
Ciudadana (Civic Community) was in 
second place with 28.83 percent and Luiz 
Fernando Camacho of Creemos (We 
Believe) was third with 14 percent. (TSE - 
https://computo.oep.org.bo/)

The MAS now has the presidency and 
a clear majority in both the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. This victory for 
the left will be welcomed by popular forces 
across Latin America where the right has 
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been on the offensive in recent years.
Divisions between the right wing 

conservative, Civic Community, and the 
far right Creemos, contributed to the 
scale of the defeat. The latter is a clerical, 
far right alliance based in the southern 
department of Santa Cruz, backed by 
the Santa Cruz Youth (Unión Juvenil 
Cruceñista- UJC) a fascist movement 
involved in terrorist attacks on popular 
activists.

Other major factors were Áñez and 
her government’s chaotic handling of the 
coronavirus pandemic and the economic 
crisis; her austerity policy; privatisation of 
health, education and natural resources, 
and her attacks on the rights of Bolivia’s 
majority indigenous population. Last, but 
not least, was a year's sustained popular 
resistance, which once more led to victory 
for the left populist MAS.

However, MAS president-elect Luis 
Arce's statement: “We are going to 
govern for all Bolivians and construct a 
government of national unity”, should ring 
alarm bells. This is the typical reformist 
yearning for class collaboration, but 
the right is highly unlikely to respond 
positively. Internationally, however, 
all the forces that supported the coup, 
including the OAS, the White House 
and the European Union, felt obliged to 
congratulate Arce. Even Trump responded 
by saying, “We hope to work in our joint 
interests”.

According to G1-Globo, the Secretary 
General of the OAS, Luis Almagro, tried 
to justify himself by arguing that there are 
no similarities between these elections 
and those cancelled in 2019. "There is no 
parallel, it is not very clever to draw that 
parallel". (https://g1.globo.com/mundo/
noticia/2020/10/23/bolsonaro-e-o-unico-
lider-...).

It is even less clever to deny the 
obvious; that the coup was based on a 
cynical fraud, led to dozens of deaths and 
the arrests and imprisonment of militants 
of the popular movements.

No one should forget, however, that 
the figures that carried out the coup 
of October 19 remain in control of the 
army, the police, the judiciary and the 
secret services and their links with the US 
military and the White House are intact 
and operative.

In addition, the MAS is no more 
reliable as a defence against the forces of 
international capital and imperialism than 
it was before 2019. Indeed, the latter will 
hope that faced with the pandemic and 
the economic crisis the government will 
rapidly disillusion its mass support and 

open the road to another takeover by the 
right.

The social forces, the workers, poor 
peasants and indigenous communities 
that waged the “water war' of 2000 and the 
“gas war" of 2003 and mobilised to stop 
last October's coup will need to mobilise 
again if the forces of reaction are to be 
disarmed and the forces of compromise, 
the MAS leaders, prevented from selling 
the country’s rich natural resources, 
such as the huge lithium deposits, to the 
multinational corporations who have 
looted the country.

The 2019 coup

On October 20, 2019, it was announced 
that Evo Morales, of the MAS, had been 
re-elected for a fourth term as president 
of Bolivia. With 47 percent of the vote and 
a lead of more than 10 percent over the 
second placed candidate, Carlos Mesa, 
who had 36.51 percent of the poll, Morales 
was declared elected outright since, 
according to Bolivia’s electoral law, there 
does not need to be a second round if a 
candidate obtains more than 40 percent 
of the vote and has a lead of 10 percentage 
points or more over the next highest 
candidate.

Confusion arose because of the 
method of vote counting in Bolivia which 
includes a rapid preliminary one (TREP), 
based on tally sheets from the individual 
departments, which is then followed by 
the official count of every vote (cómputo). 
Only the latter is considered decisive. 
Though discrepancies had been pointed 
out, and the preliminary count had been 
halted, Morales was finally declared 
the winner with a 10 percent lead thus 
avoiding the need for a second round.

As soon as the right-wing opposition 
realised their defeat was inevitable, they 
began to raise accusations of electoral 
fraud. They mobilised tumultuous 
demonstrations in protest, calling on their 
supporters to remain on the streets until 
holding a second round was conceded. 
Soon, huge counter demonstrations by 
MAS supporters filled the streets of La 
Paz and an indefinite general strike was 
called. Faced with the disputed count 
and the clashing mobilisations, the MAS 
government yielded to pressure and asked 
for an external audit of the poll.

The OAS declared on 23 October that 
the best option was to hold the second 
round. The European Union also called for 
a second round. On the same day, Carlos 
Mesa declared that he did not recognise 

the results announced by the Supreme 
Electoral Tribunal (TSE) and announced 
the formation of a Coordination for the 
Defence of Democracy in order to press 
for the holding of the second round.

Basing himself on the results issued 
by the TSE, Morales tried to ride out the 
street movements that were becoming 
more and more radical. But the police, 
plus sectors of the Armed Forces, and 
racist and right wing fundamentalist forces 
aligned themselves with the coup plotters. 
Their street actions became more violent, 
with kidnappings of politicians and their 
relatives linked to Evo. Dozens of people 
were killed and wounded in these days.

We cannot fail to point out, too, 
the scandalous fact that the Central 
Obrera Boliviana, COB, the federation 
of workers' and poor peasant unions, 
initially supported the coup. On November 
10, in the face of confrontations in the 
streets and a mutiny by the police and 
armed forces, Morales "resigned" from 
the presidency and fled the country with 
his vice president, Álvaro García Linera. 
Morales denounced the coup from his 
political asylum in Mexico, Cuba and, 
finally, in Argentina.

On 12 November, Jeanine Añes, at 
a meeting of congress, which lacked 
its constitutional quorum, declared 
herself interim president, promising to 
restore peace in the country and call new 
elections as soon as possible. The coup was 
complete.

Linera, a former leader of the Tupac 
Katari guerilla movement in the 1990s, was 
also the theorist of Morales' government 
and the author of Sociology of Social 
Movements in Bolivia (2005). In various 
articles he has used Gramsci’s “war of 
position”, that is, institutional reforms, 
in contrast to a “war of manoeuvre”, that 
is, revolution, to argue that building up 
an “Andean capitalism” was a necessary 
preliminary stage, which might last 
for decades, before socialism could be 
introduced.

The cultural, educational and welfare 
reforms of the MAS were important; the 
declaration of Bolivia as a plurinational 
republic; the promotion of the Wiphala to 
equal status with the Bolivian tricolour; 
the recognition of the country’s Aymara, 
Quechua and other indigenous languages 
and cultures, were all important. However, 
the failure to protect communities' 
lands against oil and gas companies and 
agribusinesses, fractured the alliance on 
which the MAS had ridden to power. 
At the same time, the integration of 
indigenous organisations into government 
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institutions led to their bureaucratisation 
and the development of an elite that 
deserted Evo at the crucial moment.

Finally, the Bolivian elite and their US 
advisers did not limit themselves to a “war 
of position” but successfully “manoeuvred” 
Morales and Linera into exile. They, in 
turn, left their supporters to the tender 
mercies of the generals, police chiefs and 
fascists.

Thus, while the rank and file members 
of the MAS and the popular assemblies 
in many cities, notably in EL Alto, did 
wage a heroic resistance and suffered 
heavy casualties, the flight of the MAS 
leaders and the retreat of the MAS 
parliamentarians, left the movement 
without a centralised leadership. This 
was truly disgraceful. To expect anything 
better from their successors today in any 
future crisis would be the height of folly. 
During the election, Luis Arce repeatedly 
distanced himself from Morales to the 
right and, as economy minister in the 
latter’s government, pursued an openly 
pro-capitalist policy. There is no reason to 
believe that the leopard has changed his 
spots.

THE BOLIVIAN WORKING 
PEOPLE SHOWED HOW TO 

WIN; BY GENERAL STRIKES 
AND OTHER MASS ACTIONS. 

THE WAY FORWARD IS 
THROUGH THE ORGANISATION 

AND MOBILISATION OF THE 
WORKING CLASS, TO UNLEASH 

REVOLUTIONARY GALES ACROSS 
THE AMERICAS.

However, the resistance did not cease 
despite the repression from far right gangs, 
then the onslaught of covid-19 and the 
dislocation to the country’s economic 
life. In August, when the Supreme Court 
delayed the election due on September 
8, a wave of strikes, road blockades 
and demonstrations showed the ruling 
class that the workers and indigenous 
masses would not tolerate the repeated 
postponements. This pressure plus the 
government’s internal conflicts made 
the October election unavoidable. Thus, 
it was the class struggle that ensured 
the restoration of formal democracy. 

To make it a reality will require more 
of the democratically organised mass 
mobilisations for which Bolivia is justly 
famous.

Where now?

This victory at the polls represents much 
more than an electoral victory for the 
politicians of the MAS. Far more is it the 
result of resistance from the working class 
and indigenous peoples that can encourage 
and strengthen progressive forces across 
the whole of Latin America. But we 
must always remember that it is only the 
beginning of this movement and that we 
must take care that it does not end in class 
conciliation.

After US imperialism reasserted 
its domination of Latin America, after 

a decade or so of “Bolivarianism” and 
“socialism of the 21st century”, by means 
of the coups in Paraguay, Ecuador, Brazil 
and Bolivia, the victory of the MAS will 
encourage a fight back in these other 
countries. The Bolivian working people 
showed how to win; by general strikes and 
other mass actions. The way forward is 
through the organisation and mobilisation 
of the working class, to unleash 
revolutionary gales across the Americas.

However, it is plain that the reality of 
capitalism in the oppressed and exploited 
semi-colonial world cannot be changed 
by bourgeois elections. We have to find 
another strategy for the working class, 
beyond the reformism and electoralism 
of populist parties like the MAS. Whilst 
they rely on the workers and impoverished 
indigenous campesino communities to 
win elections, once in power, they fall 
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into the orbit of imperialism and seek to 
act as local agents for North American, 
European or, more recently, Chinese, 
imperialism.

True, Morales and Linera did wring 
concessions from the squabbling external 
powers and were able to make significant, 
if temporary, reforms. But, as the 2019 
coup showed, manoeuvring between 
them to win Bolivia a larger cut of the 
wealth that will come from lithium, 
hydrocarbons etc., will not prevent coups 
and economic blockades such as those 
being imposed on Venezuela and Cuba. 
The link between the arrogant billionaires 
seeking to seize what is now Bolivia’s most 
valuable mineral resource, lithium, was 
clear when Elon Musk, billionaire owner 
of the Tesla electric car manufacturer, 
challenged about US involvement in the 
coup responded on Twitter: “We will coup 
whoever we want! Deal with it.”

The workers' movement worldwide 
needs to denounce such outside 
interventions with the demand that 
Bolivia's sovereignty must be respected. 
In Bolivia, the political leaders of the 2019 
coup, as well as the commanders of the 
police and armed forces, who arrested, 
tortured and killed people, must be 
punished. This is not revenge, it is justice.

Again, this will require the 
intervention of the masses not just decrees 
by ministers or laws passed by deputies. It 
will require the breaking of the discipline 
of the “gorillas” over the rank and file 
soldiers, with democratic rights for them 
and armed militia for the popular masses. 
In short, to make the country safe for 
democracy and for socialist measures to 
meet the masses’ needs, means breaking 
up the apparatus of repression, the state 
of the landowner and capitalist elite.
Bolivia must also have the right to review 

all international agreements, 
harmful to its people, that were made 
during the coup government, which had 
no legitimacy to make them. The sell-off 
of its wealth, especially gas and lithium, 
must be reversed. The indigenous peoples 
also need to be compensated for the losses 
imposed on them during the coup d'état 
of President Jeanine Áñez.

BOLIVIA’S WORKERS AND 
PEASANTS NEED TO BUILD 

AN INTERNATIONALIST 
REVOLUTIONARY PARTY WITH A 
PROGRAMME TO OVERTHROW 

CAPITALISM. A PARTY TO 
ORGANISE THE WORKING CLASS 
AND BUILD THE REVOLUTIONARY 

PROCESS THAT WILL FREE IT FROM 
CAPITALIST SLAVERY AND LEAD IT 
TO THE POWER OF A NEW STATE, A 

SOCIALIST STATE.
Finally, the Bolivian people must 

remain mobilised and organised to 
face possible reactions from the coup-
plotting right, supported by imperialism 
and even possible retreats by the MAS 
government leading to the well-known 
class conciliation.

Bolivia’s workers and poor peasants 
need to build an internationalist 
revolutionary party with a programme 
to overthrow capitalism. A party to 
organise the working class and build the 
revolutionary process that will free it from 
capitalist slavery and lead it to the power 
of a new state, a socialist state.

The working class of all Latin America 
feels the strengthening winds, blowing 
from Bolivia and Chile. This demonstrates 
too the urgent need for an international 
organisation that links them to the workers 
of North America, Europe and China, 
too. Together we can free ourselves from 
the imperialist powers and their agents, 
the corrupt and dictatorial local elites. 
That is why we need to put on the agenda 
the building of a Fifth International and 
revolutionary parties in every country. 
A vital component of their programmes 
must be the creation of the United Socialist 
Republics of Latin America.
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BY BERNIE MCADAM

On October 7, a mass revolt of 
Nigerian youth was triggered 
after a video showing police 
officers from the Special Anti-
Robbery Squad, SARS, killing 

a teenager went viral. The guy who took the 
video was arrested and mass mobilisations 
in the streets ensued, using the hashtag 
#ENDSARS. The police used tear gas to 
break up the protests but they continued 
to escalate massively in all the major urban 
areas of Nigeria centring on Lagos, the 
biggest city, and also the federal capital 
Abuja.

This revolt had long been in the 
making. The killing of the teenager in 
Ughelli was not a one off act of brutality, 
it was the tipping point for youth who had 
suffered harassment and terror from SARS 
for many years. Its officers had acquired 
a notorious reputation for extrajudicial 
murders, extortions, kidnappings and rape, 
with young people most often in the firing 
line. Amnesty International has reported 
on at least 82 cases of torture, ill treatment 
and murder by SARS over the last three 
years. This figure is likely to be a huge 
underestimate.

On October 11, President Muhammadu 
Buhari disbanded the SARS unit and 
formed a new unit called Special Weapons 
and Tactics. Basically, it was the same 
unit under a different name. No one was 
going to be fooled by this ploy, this was 
the fifth time in as many years that the 
unit had been ‘reformed’. More and bigger 
protests followed as #ENDSARS became 
#ENDSWAT. Buhari responded with more 
repression and, on October 20, tried to 
implement a 24-hour curfew in Lagos, the 
largest city in Africa, with a 14.5 million 
population, though some estimates reach 
23 million!

Later that night, demonstrators defied 
the curfew at Lekki Toll Gate in Lagos. 
The military opened fire, killing at least 
twelve and wounding many more. Initially 
they denied it, but Reuters reported that 

46 were killed across Nigeria on that day. 
The revolt widened and deepened with 
roadblocks and attacks on police stations 
and tollgates. There was also looting, not 
surprisingly given the widespread extreme 
poverty. Armed thugs in several areas 
attacked peaceful demonstrators, no doubt 
orchestrated by the police.

International support has been 
prominent with musicians who have 
supported the youth like Rihanna, 
Beyonce, Noname, Drake, Diddy, Trey 
Songz and Jack Dorsey and demonstrations 
in the US and London. In Nigeria, too, 
the son of the late Afrobeat pioneer, Fela 
Kuti, Seun Kuti, himself a musician, has 
condemned the government and police. 
Fela’s family has long been a target of the 
military, Seun in that tradition keen to 
point out ‘if the rich can loot then so can 
the poor’, a reference to the pilfering of 
Nigerian resources by imperialism and its 
clients.

On the brink

The youth revolt occurs against the 
backdrop of a major crisis for the Nigerian 
economy. Indeed the youth, those under 
18, make up half of the population and 
unemployment has hit them particularly 
hard. The Nigerian unemployment rate 
for the second quarter of 2020 stands at 
27.1 percent meaning 21.7 million people 
without jobs. A further 28.6 percent are 
underemployed. For those between 15 and 
34, the figure stands at 13.9 million people 
unemployed.

Between 2000 and 2014, Nigeria's GDP 
grew at an average rate of 7 percent a year. 
After the oil price collapse in 2014-16, GDP 
dropped to 2.7 percent in 2015. Nigeria is 
Africa’s biggest oil exporter. In 2016, the 
Nigerian economy had its first recession in 
25 years and growth, desultory ever since, 
has not been able to lift the bottom half of 
the population out of poverty.

The impact of the pandemic will prove 
to be disastrous. The World Bank reports 
that the collapse in oil prices is expected to 

plunge the economy into a severe recession, 
the worst since the 1980’s. Oil represents 
more than 80 precent of Nigeria’s exports, 
30 percent of its banking sector credit 
and 50 percent of the overall government 
revenue. With the drop in oil prices, 
revenues are expected to fall from an 
already low 8 percent of GDP in 2019 to a 
projected 5 percent in 2020.

Meanwhile, the pandemic is already 
eating into private investment and reducing 
remittances to Nigerian households from 
the diaspora. This is particularly important 
for the economy, remittances in 2012 for 
instance accounted for 5 percent of GDP. 
The US Nigerian community is a significant 
contributor being the most educated and 
professional of all migrant communities 
there. Trump could only express his thanks 
for bleeding the country of its talent by 
placing a travel ban on Nigerians (for 
supposed security reasons!).

There are of course other problems 
facing Nigeria not least the Islamist Boko 
Haram insurgency in the north east, 
which has resulted in over 20,000 deaths, 
2 million displaced people and adversely 
affected 6 million in terms of intensifying 
poverty. The World Bank has put up the 
princely sum of 200 million dollars credit 
to aid this crisis in the northeast, a drop in 
the ocean but adding to the country’s many 
loans and credits built up since 1958.

So, Nigeria is very much tied by its 
debt to world imperialism which, in the 
form of the oil and gas multinationals, 
pitilessly exploits its resources, creating 
environmental pollution on an epic scale 
in the Niger delta. To this we can add 
financial institutions like the World Bank 
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and the International Monetary Fund 
that reap the interest on loans and set the 
austerity agenda for governments. The IMF 
has recently approved an emergency $3.4 
billion loan to address the impact of the 
pandemic on the economy.

Even before this loan, there had been 
a rising $73 billion sovereign debt under 
Buhari. His response was to cut back even 
in the midst of the pandemic. A raft of 
austerity measures were implemented this 
year including price hikes, VAT rises, fuel 
and electricity increases, etc. The two trade 
union federations, the National Labour 
Congress, NLC, and the Trades Union 
Congress, TUC, called an indefinite general 
strike to stop petrol and electricity rises in 
September.

However, on the eve of the strike, the 
union leaders caved in and called off the 
strike without gaining any concessions 
from the government. There had been 
major pressure from the rank and file 
for action and subsequently a storm of 
denunciations from trade union branches 
and street protests against this sell out. 
This perfectly illustrates the need for an 
alternative fighting leadership in the unions 
and one which can organise and build 
a rank and file opposition throughout 
the movement, based on the perspective 
of taking action without the leaders if 
necessary.

Rebellion to revolution

The scale of the #ENDSARS rebellion 
showed that this was not just about SARS 
but rather a deep seated alienation of 
youth from the endemic corruption and 
poverty that besets Nigeria. The movement 
was spontaneous and leaderless, early 
mobilisations stressing no politics and 
no leaflets. The militancy intensified in 
proportion to the police and military 
attacks as protesters began to call for the 
downfall of the government.

The five demands emerging from the 
movement are:

• The immediate release of all arrested 
protesters.

• Justice for all deceased victims of police 
brutality and appropriate compensation 
for their families.

• The setting up an independent body 
to oversee the investigation and 
prosecution of all reports of police 
misconduct (within 10 days).

• In line with the new Police Act, 
psychological evaluation and retraining 
(to be confirmed by an independent 
body) of all disbanded SARS officers 

before they can be redeployed.
• An increased police salary so that 

they are adequately compensated for 
protecting lives and property of citizens.
The demands perfectly sum up the 

justified call for an end to repression but 
the ‘lack of politics’ or, more accurately, the 
illusions in the state, are clearly expressed 
in the last two demands. The police, like 
the armed forces and the judiciary, are an 
integral part of the capitalist state’s control 
over the exploited and oppressed. Their 
repressive role will not change through 
giving them more money! Revolutionary 
socialists should point out that there is no 
peaceful reforming of these bodies whilst 
capitalism remains.

What is rather more astonishing 
though is that some socialists, in the midst 
of a mass struggle against the police, 
would demand rewarding a corrupt and 
a brutal police force with an increase in 
wages. This has been echoed by two of 
the so-called revolutionary groups in 
Nigeria. The recently split Committee 
for a Workers' International - CWI’s 
Democratic Socialism Movement, DSM, 
and the International Socialist Alternative’s 
Movement for a Socialist Alternative, MSA, 
both argue for this as well as for police 
unions alongside community committees 
to control the police.

It is certainly necessary to place 
demands relating to the police in terms of 
disarming and weakening their repressive 
role but democratising the police cannot 
take place outside of a struggle to smash 
the capitalist state and building new 
bodies of self defence for workers and 
the youth. The police are not ‘workers in 
uniform’ but the frontline agents of the 
state whose primary reason for existence is 
putting down working class struggle. We 
should exclude police unions from union 
federations just as we would any scab 
organisation.

The same groups have rightly argued 
for the organised working class to mount 
solidarity but have not outlined a focussed 
action programme that could take the 
currently limited struggle to a generalised 
fight for workers' power. The League for 
a Fifth International believes that such a 
programme should be the revolutionary 
party’s main weapon in providing a 
transitional strategy for socialism. The 
key axes of such a programme would be, 
Councils of Action, a Workers’ Militia 
with the goal of a Workers' Government 
accountable to those organs. The failure of 
these groups to raise these key demands 
for revolutionary organisation is consistent 
with their tailing of the movement and 

their misunderstanding of the Marxist 
theory of the state. 

The #ENDSARS movement right 
now is at a crossroads. The Coalition of 
Protest Groups say ‘we will deprioritise the 
physical protests’, ‘clean up’ and go online, 
even more ominously ‘we put forward a 
diverse group to represent the different 
coalitions; from celebrities to activists, 
legal minds to strategists, journalists to 
entrepreneurs’. Hardly a turn to the workers 
and poor! So who is actually making these 
decisions when they claim there are no 
leaders?

The initial spontaneity and drive of 
the rebellion must not be dissipated but 
channelled into a movement that can 
democratically meet, formulate demands 
going forward and decide on a political 
direction. Democracy is essential, 
‘leaderless’ movements invariably are 
discovered to have leaders but ones that 
are not accountable to anyone. They 
risk dissipating if not disappearing the 
movement without a clear way forward and 
thus letting President Buhari off the hook.

That’s why democratic mass assemblies 
of youth should be organised to take 
control of the movement. These bodies 
could become embryonic Councils of 
Action, organised in every area. They 
should link up and be coordinated 
nationally. They should seek to draw in 
workers’ organisations, students, women, 
the unemployed and of course the youth. 
The Councils should be the staunchest 
defenders of democratic rights but it is 
vital that a fight back against Buhari’s and 
imperialism’s austerity and corruption be 
launched as well. They should organise a 
general strike to bring down the Buhari 
government.

The struggle against SARS has brought 
hundreds of thousands of youth together 
against the state, a state that represents 
corruption, endemic poverty, pollution and 
collaboration with imperialism. Radicalised 
youth must demand political answers and 
solutions to the unfolding economic crisis 
in Nigeria and seek unity with organised 
labour. It is imperative that the Nigerian 
working class show their solidarity with the 
youth. The NLC and TUC have verbally 
supported the youth but show no sign of 
action. So, rather than wait for these sell 
out bureaucrats of the union federations, 
the rank and file in the workplaces and in 
the trade union branches must mobilise 
independently within the unions and strike 
in support of the youth and in defence of 
their living standards.

As we have already seen, any movement 
pitted against the state will be physically 
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attacked. This goes for demonstrations as 
much as it applies to strikes. The question 
of self defence against the armed forces and 
state sponsored thugs is crucial. It cannot 
be wished away by calls for reforming the 
police. Democratic assemblies that are 
based on mass working class organisations 
and the youth should not just steward 
demos but organise disciplined and armed 
units that are effective forms of defence in 
workplaces no less than in the community.

The development of Councils of Action 
and their defence will pose the question 
of who rules in society in a very direct 
way. We would call on all the leaders of 
the working class to break with capitalism 
and form a Workers' Government based 
on democratic workers’ councils to solve 
the crisis in the interests of the working 
class. This means cancelling the IMF/World 
Bank debt, expropriating industry and the 
banks and recognising workers' control of 
them. It also means addressing the severe 
land problems in Nigeria as in the farmer/
herdsmen conflict and winning the support 
of the rural poor.

Finally, this perspective will not 
come to fruition without a revolutionary 
party. Since military rule ended in 1999, 
Nigeria has been blighted by a double 
whammy of two corrupt bourgeois parties 
in the All Progressives Congress and the 
People’s Democratic Party. Half-hearted 
attempts have been made by the NLC 
bureaucrats to establish a small Nigerian 
Labour Party. The need for a new mass 
workers' party becomes apparent by the 
day and revolutionaries would fight within 
it to adopt a complete political break 
with the bosses and capitalism and for a 
revolutionary socialist programme.

Those on the left in Nigeria like the 
DSM and the MSA, both apparently 
building the Socialist Party of Nigeria, and 
the IMT’s Campaign for a Workers' and 
Youth Alternative (CWA), and the Joint 
Action Front (coalition of labour and civil 
groups) should call for a new mass workers' 
party. Alongside this they should fight 
for a revolutionary programme which is 
unequivocal in its call for smashing the 
capitalist state by workers and peasants 
in Nigeria. A Workers' State, based on 
councils of delegates from workplaces, 
schools, universities, communities, etc 
and defended by a Workers' Militia, must 
set about the task of expropriating native 
and foreign capital and dispatching the 
Nigerian ruling class to the dustbin of 
history.

BY AVENTINA HOLZER & MARTIN SUCHANEK

For days, thousands of 
demonstrators have taken to the 
streets in Poland. Their signs and 
banners read: “They have blood on 
their robes”, “Protect the women”, 

“Fuck off” and “This is war”. This was the 
response to a near unanimous decision of 
the Constitutional Court, handed down 
on Thursday, October 22, that abortions 
due to malformations of the foetus would 
contradict the “right to life” guaranteed 
by the Constitution. This followed an 
investigation for constitutional compliance 
of the abortion law initiated by the ruling 
party PiS (Prawo i Sprawiedliwość, Engl.: 
Law and Justice).

The contempt for women shown by 
this decision came as little surprise. As 
early as 2017, the EU warned Poland about 
the political closeness of the judges of the 
Constitutional Court to the ruling party. 
Now, abortions are only possible if the 
pregnancy is due to a rape or incest proven 
in court or if the mother’s life is seriously 
threatened by the pregnancy or birth.

Restrictions

The situation is extremely serious. With the 
new decision, Poland has further tightened 
one of the most restrictive abortion laws in 
Europe. For decades now, a maximum of 
2,000 abortions have been performed legally 
for a population of 38 million. In 2019, 97% 
of the total of 1,100 legal procedures were 
performed because of foetal malformation, 
the reason that is now forbidden.

The law passed in 1993, which has now 
been further restricted by the Constitutional 
Court, already forced women to have 
illegal abortions either within the country 
or abroad. The number of abortions is 
140,000 per year on average, some estimate 
as high as 200,000. On the one hand, this 
shows how restrictive the law already was 
and how narrowly it was being interpreted. 
Many of those affected report that they have 
been denied abortion even after providing 
proof of legally legitimate reasons. On the 
other hand, the figures show that unwanted 
pregnancies are not necessarily decreasing, 
but only that these pregnant women are 

being driven into illegality. As the situation 
now stands, pregnant women who want 
to have an abortion either have to pay 
out of their own pocket to go abroad or 
engage in illegal, or even self-performed, 
medical procedures. Even if they avoid legal 
consequences, they risk severe threats to 
their health and even their lives.

While we must protest against this 
drastic deterioration, we must also fight 
for much more. A woman’s right to control 
her own body, and to decide whether to 
continue with a pregnancy or not, have a 
child or not, should not be subjected to 
ancient religious dogmas. Abortion must 
be available for whatever reason and the 
costs should be fully covered by the state. 
This is part of the medical care which every 
woman should have a right to receive. 
If a state wants to avoid the termination 
of unwanted pregnancies, it needs not 
a prohibition law, but information, free 
contraceptives and good sex education in 
schools that freely discusses the existence of 
more than the binary sexes and one type of 
(hetero)sexuality.

Right turn

In addition to the slap in the face for 
women that the new constitutional decision 
represents, other measures initiated by 
the PiS show that the party is not only 
deeply misogynist, but actively pursues 
policies against all the oppressed. The party, 
which advocates “the church’s” values, is 
prominent in glorifying the nationalist 
ideals of its own history and denying all 
sexualities and gender identities that do not 
fit into its norms.

This aggressive, reactionary policy 
corresponds to the right-wing populist 
character of the current government. With 
the de facto total ban on abortion, it is also 
a matter of preserving its reactionary, petty 
bourgeois mass base and mobilising against 
an alleged threat coming from outside. 
Nationalism, and especially Catholicism, 
are the ideological points of departure 
for mobilising behind the bourgeois 
government and courting a multi-class 
following, from the social elite and state 
leadership to petty-bourgeois strata and 
backward workers in both the cities and 
the countryside. Alongside the church 
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and PiS, extreme nationalist and outright 
fascist forces are on the anti-abortion 
mobilisations that have been attacking 
sexually oppressed people and their 
public actions for years, tolerated, or even 
encouraged, by the police and church.

The reactionary attack on women’s 
rights is presented as a fight against a 
supposed cosmopolitan elite, caught up 
in the “gender mania”. In reality, its main 
targets end up being working women, wage 
earners and poor peasant women.

The protests against the latest 
restrictions are becoming increasingly 
intense. Since Monday, October 26, 
blockades have been erected in Warsaw. 
Strikes are threatened for the next few 
weeks if the Constitutional Court (whose 
decision, incidentally, is also being 
questioned legally) does not give in. That, 
however, is certainly not to be expected. 
On the contrary, the Polish bourgeois and 
right wing populist reaction has made the 
restriction of the abortion law a core issue 
of its policy. The PiS chairman, Jarosław 
Kaczyński, the real puppet master of Polish 
domestic politics, called on his supporters 
on 29 October to defend the churches 
and tighten the law at “any price”: “Let us 
defend Poland, defend patriotism and show 
determination and courage. Only then can 
we win the war declared directly on us by 

our opponents”.
We must take this threat, this Trump-

like war rhetoric, very seriously. The court 
and the government will not voluntarily 
abandon the worsening of the already 
terrible conditions, let alone grant the right 
to abortion. This confrontation with the 
reactionaries can only be won by means of 
class struggle, only through radical protest 
actions, mass mobilisations and political 
strikes.

Realising the potential

The prospects of success are not that bad. 
According to surveys, almost 70 % of the 
Polish population not only oppose the 
tightening of laws, but also agree with the 
statement that women should have the 
right to decide for themselves whether to 
terminate a pregnancy. The question is 
how to realise this enormous potential.

The dynamism and power of the 
movement in Poland are evident on 
the streets and in the mass actions. On 
October 26, blockades, demonstrations 
and rallies took place in over 150 cities and 
municipalities in Poland and across Europe.

On Wednesday, October 28, a 
nationwide strike was called for and 
numerous other actions. These are 

appealing to workers and smaller grassroots 
unions such as the Inicjatywa Pracownicza 
(IP = Workers’ Initiative). The decisive 
factor, however, will be whether the strike 
and the protest movement can be anchored 
in the enterprises. All unions critical of 
the government, especially the OPZZ, 
must openly stand up for the struggle and 
mobilise their members. Mass meetings 
should be held in the factories and offices 
to organise a work stoppage and elect strike 
committees.

The question of advocacy for women’s 
rights, especially women workers’ rights, 
is also an issue in the factories and in the 
working class to break workers from the 
unions that support the PiS and to work 
for a unified trade union movement, 
independent of all bourgeois parties.

Kaczyński’s blatant threat of war also 
means that the women’s movement, and all 
those who take to the streets or strike, must 
expect attacks by right-wing, nationalist 
and sexist forces and provocations by the 
police. They must, therefore, defend their 
democratic rights against possible bans 
on demonstrations and strikes under the 
pretext of pandemic protection. What is 
needed is a movement organised from 
below and coordinated nationwide, based 
on strike and action committees, on the 
demonstrations and rallies, as well as 
coordinated self-defence structures to ward 
off threatened right-wing attacks.

International solidarity

The movement in Poland also needs our 
international solidarity. In the struggle 
for the legal right to abortion, we cannot 
rely on the EU and the “democratic” states 
of Western Europe. Angela Merkel and 
Ursula von der Leyen will not seek another 
conflict over the abortion law, which is not 
high on their agenda anyway. The Polish 
government’s assent to an EU crisis policy 
is a thousand times more important to 
them than the future of Polish women.

The real allies are the people who took 
part in solidarity demonstrations and rallies 
in many European countries, in Germany, 
Austria, Ireland, France, Italy and others, 
in order to put pressure on the Polish 
government from outside. Apart from those 
directly affected, we are all in the firing line 
from a rising right wing populism. We will 
not let the right to control our own bodies 
be taken away! Act in solidarity with the 
women in Poland and give full support to 
their planned strike!
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AUSTRIA

Local elections 
in Vienna and 
a new Left 
organisation
BY WORKERS' STANDPOINT, AUSTRIA

In the recent local elections in 
Vienna, the biggest city in Austria 
with about one third of the country’s 
population, our Austrian section was 
part of a new left election project 

called LINKS (German for “left”). These 
elections, although only regional, are 
comparatively important not only because 
of the size of Vienna’s population but also 
because it is the last major stronghold of 
the Social Democratic Party of Austria 
(SPÖ) which has held the mayoral office 
for the last 75 years.

Elections

Thematically, the elections were quite 
strongly influenced by the Corona 
pandemic. The right populist Freedom 
Party, FPÖ, argued that small businesses 
were harassed by excessive measures 
while the neoliberal New Austria and 
Liberal Forum, NEOS, demanded more 
support for them. However, the issue of 
the economic crisis was not mentioned 
as much in the election campaign, 
especially regarding the working class and 
its situation. A wave of mass layoffs by 
large corporations is already sweeping the 
country, but the established parties have 
no real solutions to offer. This problem is 
likely to increase in intensity in the coming 
weeks and months.

Important topics like the right to vote 
for all people living in Vienna, around 
one third of the Viennese population 
does not have the right to vote because 
it is very difficult to get citizenship, 
were only politically discussed because 
of strong campaigning by LINKS. The 
SPÖ under Michael Ludwig positioned 
itself clearly here: according to him, the 
right to vote should be reserved for those 
with citizenship and thus a large part 
of the working class should continue to 

be excluded from the right to vote. The 
Greens, who are in a coalition government 
with the conservative Austrian People's 
Party (ÖVP), showed their true colours 
when they voted against evacuating even 
a single refugee from the Greek island 
of Lesbos when the main refugee camp 
“Moria” burned down.

Results

The dominant feature of the election 
was the dramatic decline in the numbers 
voting. While the pandemic undoubtedly 
played a role in this, a scandal that split 
the FPÖ last year also had an impact. In 
percentage terms, the FPÖ only gained 7.1 
percent, a loss of 23.7 percent, while "Team 
Strache" led by the former leader of the 
FPÖ, picked up 3.6 percent. This clearly 
benefited the ÖVP whose vote went up by 
11.2 percent to 20.4 percent. The Greens, 
currently in coalition with the ÖVP at the 
national level, got 14.8 percent, an increase 
of 3 percent and the NEOS 7.5 percent, up 
1.3 percent.

The undoubted winner was the SPÖ 
which increased its percentage by 2.0 to 
41.6 percent, the first such increase since 
2005. Nonetheless, its actual votes went 
down from 330,000 to 302,000 so, despite 
its victory, the overall long-term decline of 
the party continues. The party that lost the 
most, however, was the right wing FPÖ: Of 
the 257,000 voters in 2015, one hundred 
thousand stayed at home and another 
hundred thousand were distributed mainly 
among ÖVP and the breakaway party 
under their former leader HC Strache.

Overall, the most right-wing parties 
(FPÖ, ÖVP and HC) had their share of the 
vote reduced from a total of 40 percent in 
the last elections to just over 30 percent 
this year. The main reason for this was the 
“Ibiza affair” ( see https://fifthinternational.

org/content/austria-after-ibiza-video) 
which brought down the ÖVP-FPÖ 
government and resulted in the split of 
the FPÖ. At this point, it should also be 
mentioned that the SPÖ, with its rejection 
of voting rights for everyone living in 
Vienna and its reluctance to counter right-
wing demands for further restrictions on 
social housing for non-citizens, tried to 
attract votes from former FPÖ supporters 
but without much success.

LINKS

The electoral project LINKS, founded in 
January, won 2.06 percent in the municipal 
council in alliance with the Communist 
Party, KPÖ, and over 5 percent in 
individual district councils. It has thus 
doubled the result of the KPÖ-led "Wien 
andas" alliance of 2015. Although it did 
not manage to enter the city council, it will 
have 23 district councillors. This is a solid 
result for its grassroots election campaign, 
in which LINKS moved slightly towards 
more openly anti-capitalist and class 
struggle politics.

At the same time, the result should 
not be overestimated, it is only a first step, 
there is still a long way to go. The political 
profile of LINKS does represent a clear 
break with SPÖ reformism and Green 
politics, but the question must also be 
answered what the goal beyond capitalism 
actually is and how we can get there. 
If it is possible to continue the positive 
development and to build on the successes, 
LINKS can be the starting point for 
building a new workers' party in Austria. 
For this reason, activists of the Austrian 
section of the LFI have been involved in 
LINKS since its foundation.

The election campaign has shifted 
LINKS to the left and brought about 
a more radical, albeit not openly anti-
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RED FLAG – REVOLUTIONARY SOCIALIST 
ORGANISATION fights for the abolition of 
capitalism through social revolution, workers’ 
power and a planned economy. Our goal 
is communism: a classless society which 
heralds the final liberation of humanity from 
exploitation, oppression and war.  

Capitalism is a crisis-ridden system that 
repeatedly plunges the world into destructive 
phases of economic downturn, instability 
and war. Private ownership of the means 
of production obstructs the development 
of human potential and condemns billions 
to poverty while a handful of oligarchs 
monopolise wealth and resources. 

The alternative to capitalism is generated 
by the class struggle of the modern working 
class which repeatedly organises resistance 
to the ruling capitalist class. Today, with 

global capitalism again entering an historic 
crisis, working class resistance is springing 
up everywhere against the capitalists’ 
attempts to defend their system at our 
expense. 

By developing a new revolutionary 
leadership, the working class can unify 
its resistance to the capitalist offensive 
and convert it into a challenge to the rule 
of capital itself. This means overthrowing 
the capitalist class in an armed revolution, 
breaking up the repressive apparatus of 
the capitalist state and replacing it with the 
rule of councils of recallable delegates from 
workplaces and working class communities, 
guarded and defended by a workers’ militia. 

The principal obstacle to the victory of 
the working class resistance is the leadership 
of the working class movement itself. From 

social-democrats (Labour) through to the 
mainstream Communist parties with their 
Stalinist ideology, the mass political parties 
of the working class movement have long 
since abandoned the road of revolution. Their 
reformist ideology not only obscures the road 
to working class power, but systematically 
disorganises resistance to the health, 
economic, and environmental crises today. 

The Fourth International was founded 
by Leon Trotsky in 1938 to challenge the 
misleadership of social democracy and 
Stalinism, but since 1951 has abandoned 
this task and everywhere adapts to their 
leadership. For this reason, we everywhere 
raise the call for the formation of a new world 
party of social revolution, a Fifth International. 

If you are a class struggle fighter, if 
you are an internationalist - join us!

capitalist, profile. An important moment 
was the demand for expropriation of the 
super-rich raised by top candidate Anna 
Svec in a TV interview. The demand for 
expropriation was later used repeatedly by 
activists using practical examples such as 
the largest Austrian oil company, OMV, 
companies making mass redundancies, 
the super-rich. Closely linked to the 
demand was the call for redistribution, 
guaranteed income for all the unemployed 
or underemployed, a reduction in working 
hours and a minimum wage of € 1,950. 
There was also the demand that vacant 
housing should be allocated according to 
social criteria, which is a clear attack on 
the power of private real estate property.

Although the strongly emphasised 
right to vote for all was not clearly 
formulated from a class perspective, it is 
an important approach to the political 
mobilisation of politically excluded 
sections of the working class. Where 
LINKS mobilised city-wide, these very 
progressive demands and solidarity 
with the social movements were in the 
foreground. In the later election campaign, 
the exploitation of workers and unpaid 
domestic work was also identified as a 

cause of inequality.
Capitalism and socialism, however, 

were not named, nor was the working 
class or, apart from an action against mass 
redundancies, the class struggle. Typically 
for new and non-revolutionary anti-
capitalist organisations these questions 
were not named explicitly. This, however, 
is necessary to make the class position 
clearly understandable and to declare 
an open attack against the reformist 
leadership of the workers' movement and 
its class collaboration.

Building a socialist workers' party

In February 2020, 
Arbeiter*innenstandpunkt published an 
article "Election Project LINKS: What 
kind of organisation do we need?” In it, 
the section welcomed the joint election 
campaign and the clear goal of building a 
new left-wing organisation. At the same 
time, it emphasised the importance of the 
programmatic process and the reference to 
the struggles of the working class, in both 
economic and social questions: "Just like 
we can understand, for example, sexist and 

sexual oppression only in connection with 
capitalism, we can only lead an effective 
struggle against it with an all-round 
political class struggle.”

The assessment that LINKS can be 
capable of this has proved to be correct. 
The very young organisation has managed 
to achieve a high level of activity and good 
positions on almost all the important 
issues, despite corona restrictions and 
all other (expected) obstacles. In the 
programmatic process, they committed 
themselves to class struggle and a 
revolutionary break with capitalism, the 
most common demand in the election 
campaign was the expropriation of super-
rich and large corporations.

The activists of LINKS have done 
a great job and, at the same time, have 
had substantive political debates that 
are needed. Marxists and class struggle 
activists must take their place side by 
side with these comrades, build this 
organisation together with them, have 
the necessary discussions and draw the 
necessary conclusions. If this succeeds, 
the electoral success of LINKS will be an 
important step in building a revolutionary 
workers' party in Austria.
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SMALL 
AXE HEWS 
HEAVY 
BEAMS
By Jeremy Dewar

The filmmaker and artist Steve 
McQueen has directed five new 
films about the Black British 
experience set in West London, 
where he grew up. The films 

cover the period of Black struggles from 
the early 1970s through to the mid-1980s. 
McQueen has titled the series Small Axe, 
based on the Caribbean proverb, “You are 
the big tree, we are the small axe.”

The first, shown on BBC One on 15 
November, is called Mangrove and depicts 
the case of the Mangrove Nine: nine Black 
activists who led a demonstration against 
police harassment and violence and were 
subsequently put on trial at the Old Bailey 
for incitement to riot. In light of the recent 
Black Lives Matter movement the films 
are a timely reminder of the last great 
period of anti-racist and Black liberation 
movements and struggles.

McQueen has made a name for himself 
as a director who dares to make films 
about social oppression and fighting back 
against all odds. He won the Cannes Film 
Festival award for best new director with 
Hunger (2008), a film about the Irish 
Republican prisoners’ hunger strike in 
1981, and 12 Years a Slave (2013) about 
the American slave system. Both, like 
Mangrove, took highly political – and 
until recently controversial – subjects 
and focused on the human impact on the 
protagonists.

The two-hour film focuses on a West 

Indian restaurant, the Mangrove, in 
Notting Hill in 1970, which became a 
community hub for the growing Black 
community. This was enough for it, 
like the Black & White Café in St Paul’s, 
Bristol, a decade later, to become a target 
for constant police raids on the pretext 
of looking for drugs. Tensions rise as 
the raids get more and more violent and 
aggressive.

A young Darcus Howe (played 
superbly by Malachi Kirby, who gets 
Darcus’ accent and delivery style spot 
on) suggests to Mangrove’s owner Frank 
Critchlow (Shaun Parkes) that they 
organise a demonstration against police 
harassment. Althea Jones-LeCointe (Letitia 
Wright), who was the leader of the British 
Black Panther (BBP) Party at the time, 
led the protesters’ chants – “The pigs! The 
pigs! We’ve gotta get rid of the pigs!” – cue: 
the police attack them with a vengeance.

The second half of the film covers the 
famous trial at the Old Bailey, where the 
British state was determined to cast the 
Black Power movement as criminal and 
“extremist”. Howe and Jones-LeCointe 
opted to defend themselves, which 
allowed them to cross-examine the police 
and speak directly to the jury, as well as 
providing a political commentary and 
exploiting courtroom procedures.

The tactic worked superbly. The two, 
ably assisted by radical white barrister Ian 
MacDonald (Jack Lowden), quoted the 
right under the Magna Carta to be tried 
by one’s peers to insist on an all-Black 

jury. Although they were unsuccessful, 
they managed to reject 63 white jurors 
who gave racist answers to the question, 
“What do you think about the Black Power 
movement?” and get two Black jurors on.

Another high point in the drama came 
when Howe cross-examined the police, 
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who claimed to all see the same events 
from a polie observation van. Darcus 
holds up a letter-box sized cardboard slit 
and asks the three police officers how they 
managed to look through the same tiny slit 
at the same time. The sense of joy when the 
Nine were declared not guilty was a huge 
moment of catharsis. 

The main defect of the film, as it was 
with Hunger, is that McQueen’s focus on 
the human side of the story meant that 
much of the political context was missing. 
In particular it has to be pointed out that 
Althea and Darcus were by 1970 seasoned 
activists in the movement. They were early 
adherents to the British Black Panthers, 
which had been set up in 1968 in the wake 
of a speech given by Stokely Carmichael 
the previous year in the Roundhouse, 
Camden.

The BBP did not simply transpose 
tactics and analysis from the States to 
Britain; they developed their own as 
well. Jones-LeCointe was instrumental in 
shifting the party, which had at its height 
3,000 members, towards community 
struggles, adopting a definition of 
“Blackness” that included south Asians 
and solidarising with working class and 
women’s struggles, as well as physically 
taking on the fascists. The legal tactics of 
the Mangrove Nine were later deployed in 
the trial of 12 Asian activists in Bradford. 
Darcus Howe went on to form the Race 
Today collective with Linton Kwesi 
Johnson and others.

Indeed so successful were the BBP and 
others in countering the establishment 
narrative around black immigration 
and systemic racism, that the Met set up 
their own “Black Power Desk” to spy on, 
infiltrate and convict peaceful activists. 
The importance of the Mangrove Nine 
trial is that it was the first time a judge had 
declared that there was “racism on both 
sides”, i.e. that the police were racist.

While this broadening out of the 
struggle was intelligently and creatively 
achieved, it was insufficient for preventing 
the eventual disintegration of the BPP in 
1973, splintering into more localised and 
more specialist groupings. The political 
current failed to develop an understanding 
of class as both a unifying factor in the 
struggles of the oppressed and a concept 
that could give a historic meaning – and 
goal – to the anti-racist struggle.

Nevertheless the film is both hugely 
enjoyable and moving. It is extremely well 
acted and the camera work is superb, as 
one would expect from McQueen with his 
artistic background (he won the Turner 
Prize in 1999). The acting and period 

detail throughout are wonderful.
One of my favourite moments was 

the playing of Skinhead Moonstomp as 
the soundtrack on the morning of the 
verdict, ironic certainly but also perhaps 
an indication of how things might have 
turned out differently. That is the task of 
a new generation of activists, who will 
hopefully see this film and the others in 
the Small Axe series and go on to study the 
politics of this important period of class 
struggle. 

Spitting Image 
and the death 
of British satire
BY ROB SCHOFIELD

Spitting Image, the British satirical 
TV show famous for skewering 
Thatcher and other figures with 
its nightmarish puppet depictions 
in the 80s, has made a much-

anticipated return to the small screen.
It is often said that the growing 

absurdity of the current political world is 
impossible to satirise. What is the role of 
the satirist in a country where the Prime 
Minister encourages people in earnest to 
“bung a bob for Big Ben Brexit bongs?”, 
as Boris Johnson did in cringe-inducing 
scenes to pander to his flag-waving base 
earlier this year.

In fact, instead of humiliating him, 
British satire has been a boon for Boris. 
Have I Got News For You had Johnson 
host many times, where he was able to 
hone his image as a playful buffoon. 
As a gear in the machine of the British 
political establishment, it allowed Johnson 
to launder his image whilst relentlessly 
ridiculing Corbyn and his supporters.

Spitting Image serves a similar 
purpose. The maxim that satire should 
always “punch up, not down” ie. target 
the rich and powerful, is thrown out of 
the window. It portrays Greta Thunberg 
and young people in general as dull, 
uppity whiners who are foolish for caring 
about the destruction of our planet, and 
encourages us to stop moaning about 
social justice issues and think about 
football instead (as happens to Thunberg 
in the show), all to appease a rich, white, 
conservative audience who despise social 

movements.
Spitting Image does target the political 

establishment, but as The Economist notes 
this is “pretty tame”. Michael Gove has 
even said he is “incredibly flattered” by 
his depiction. Chris Morris, the legendary 
satirist behind The Day Today and Three 
Lions, lamented in a Channel 4 News 
interview last year that modern satire is 
“an exotic display for the court” for being 
“slapped on the back by the orthodox elite”, 
saying it should instead be about trying to 
“change something”.

Following the Tories’ consistent 
attempts to starve poor children by voting 
against free school meals during the school 
holidays, one is reminded of Jonathan 
Swift’s 1729 satirical essay A Modest 
Proposal, in which he suggested that the 
solution to rampant poverty and starvation 
in British-ruled Ireland was that the poor 
should cook and eat their own children.

Though we certainly can’t expect it to 
be produced by the British establishment 
media, it’s easy to envisage a sketch where 
Rishi Sunak hosts a cooking show where 
struggling parents, out of work due to Tory 
policies, are given tips on how to cook 
their kids. Perhaps this wouldn’t flatter the 
egos of government ministers, but it would 
certainly leaven the stodgy diet that passes 
for satire in Tory Britain.
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William A. Pelz completed 
A People’s History of 
the German Revolution 
just before his death 
on 10 December 2017. 

This book describes the early phase of the 
1918-23 German Revolution, focussing on 
the failed Sparticist Uprising of January 
1919, the lead up to it and its aftermath. 
After the German working-class and 
soldiers successively revolted, effectively 
ending the war and overthrowing the 
absolute monarchy, it entered a period 
of protracted revolutionary upheaval. 
The uprising of January 1919 was one in 
which a radical minority of the working 
class were provoked into an unsuccessful 
confrontation with the German state, led 
by the German Social Democratic Party 
(SPD), which ended in violent repression.

Pelz rightly emphasises social history, 
the role of ordinary people’s individual 
and collective actions in events, over 
the conservative “great man” approach 
to history, which focusses purely on 
the actions and character of leaders. In 
doing so, Pelz gives a lively narrative 
which uses contemporary sources and 
first-hand accounts to offer us glimpses 
into German working-class life before, 
during and after the First World War. He 
also goes to great lengths to highlight the 
too-often neglected role of women in the 

revolution, and the 
conditions they lived 
under in the period. 
This method is 
particularly effective 
when he debunks 
myths, such as the 
idea that there was 
widespread German 
support for the First World War. Pelz 
draws attention to many hitherto unheard 
working-class voices in opposition to the 
war, and many acts of resistance to it.

Pelz is on less firm ground, however, 
when it comes to his political conclusions. 
Throughout the book he maintains 
that left’s arguments as to why the 
revolution failed – its betrayal by Social 
Democratic leaders, and the lack of a mass 
revolutionary communist party – are too 
simplistic, and the situation was “more 
complex”. He ultimately fails, however, to 
provide a convincing alternative argument.

Pelz correctly identifies the 
counterrevolutionary role played by the 
German Social Democratic Party (SPD) 
leadership – their undermining and 
bureaucratic manipulation of the Workers’ 
and Soldiers’ Councils, their attempt to 
save the monarchy and hold back the 
development of a mass revolutionary 
movement and, most criminally and 
decisively, their alliance with the military 

leadership and the far right paramilitary 
Freikorps, which crushed the uprising with 
extreme violence, killing many, including 
Communist leaders Karl Liebknecht and 
Rosa Luxemburg. His narrative, therefore, 
seems in many ways to disprove his 
assertion that it is too simplistic to blame 
the SPD leadership’s betrayals.

Pelz points to a number of other factors 
that did contribute to the revolution’s 
defeat, such as the deep cultural roots 
of the SPD in the German working-
class, and workers’ continued faith in a 
parliamentary road to socialism, having 
just won full bourgeois democracy for the 
first time in 1918. However, while these 
factors go a long way to explaining many 
German workers’ attachment to the SPD 
and the new-born Republic, they further 
confirm the crucial role that German 
Social Democracy played. If the SPD had 
not had such influence over the working-
class, their role would not have been so 
decisive. Another factor Pelz highlights is 
the side-lining of women in the revolution. 

HOW THE 
GERMAN 
REVOLUTION 
WAS LOST
Tim Nailsea reviews William A. Pelz’s
'A People’s History of the German Revolution'
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The examples he provides, however, are the 
backtracking and vacillation of the SPD 
leadership with regards to women’s issues. 
He also points to the failure of the SPD to 
purge the old Imperial state apparatus, and 
an underestimation by the left of the SPD 
leadership’s willingness to use violence 
against them. The author therefore seems 
to contradict himself. On the one hand, 
he claims that it is too simplistic to put 
the failure of the revolution down to SPD 
betrayal. On the other, he gives a myriad of 
examples of how social democratic politics 
led to actions which, in his opinion, were 
crucial to the revolution’s failure.

Other reasons Pelz gives are more 
objective. He points out that, unlike the 
1917 Provisional Government in Russia, 
the SPD government was not attempting 
to continue the war. Thus, a major driving 
force for Russian workers in October 
1917 – ending the war – was not there 
in Germany 1919. He also suggests that 
deprivation due to the continued British 
blockade may have demoralised workers 
and strengthened the nationalists, and 
that divisions between urban proletariat 
and rural peasants led to the isolation of 
the workers. The former may have played 
some role, although that seems far from 
certain, and the latter may have become 
an important issue if the revolution had 
developed further, but it failed to do so.

Finally, Pelz points to the fact that 
the German bourgeoisie, unlike its 
Russian counterparts, were deeply rooted, 
more cunning, more willing to make 
concessions when necessary, but able to 
be ruthless when the opportunity arose. 
This is undoubtedly true. It does not, 
however, explain away the role of the SPD, 
or invalidate the need for a revolutionary 
party. In the case of the latter, it arguably 
strengthens it.

It is also on this issue that Pelz 
falls down. He provides very little 
argument against the Leninist case that 
a revolutionary party was necessary to 
achieving a revolution in Germany at that 
time, and the failure to build one earlier 
was a serious mistake, other than that 
such an analysis is too “simplistic” and 
that there have been plenty of examples 
of “Leninist” parties that have failed to 
produce a revolution. It is, of course, 
too simplistic to argue that a revolution 
definitely would have succeeded in 1918-
19 if there were already a mass communist 
party. It is nevertheless the case that the 
lack of such a party all but guaranteed its 
defeat. The Sparticists were dragged into 
a premature confrontation by a militant 
minority, disconnected from the majority 

of the working-class and provoked by 
the machinations of the SPD. All this 
could have been prevented if such a party, 
rooted in the working-class and led by 
its most politically advanced militants, 
had been formed. Such a party could 
have anticipated the risks of an early 
confrontation and been aware of the as-
yet unwillingness of the majority of the 
working-class to participate in such an 
action. It also may have had the influence 
to prevent a radical minority running 
ahead without mass support. It would 
have been in a better position to agitate for 
revolution within the working-class, in the 
hope of carrying out an insurrection at a 
more opportune moment.

There are many reasons why 
such a party was not formed earlier. 
Revolutionaries such as Rosa Luxemburg 
feared isolation from the mass of working-
class people who continued to look to the 
SPD for leadership, and when that party 
finally did split, it was not simply along 
reformist vs revolutionary lines. The anti-
war split in the form of the Independent 
Social Democratic Party (USPD) was a 
“centrist” organisation, which contained 
both reformists and revolutionaries. When 
the German Communist Party (KPD) 
was finally formed, it was still a radical 
minority.

However, when Leninists argue that 
a revolutionary party would have made a 
crucial difference in 1918-19, this is not 
simply to indulge in “alternative” history or 
“what if ” scenarios. It is to learn the vital 
lessons of history, utilising the benefit of 
hindsight so as not to repeat the mistakes 
of the past. The German Revolution 
demonstrates the counterrevolutionary 
role that social democratic leaders 
will play and have always played. It 
also demonstrates the need for a mass 
revolutionary workers’ party, and that its 
absence guarantees defeat at the crucial 
moment.

Of course, it is the case that there were 
many more factors at play in Germany in 
1918-19 than SPD betrayal and the lack 
of a revolutionary party. Any historical 
event, particularly one as multi-faceted 
as a revolution, will be a complex process 
with many contributing factors. However, 
the Leninist argument for the centrality 
of the revolutionary party, and the 
counterrevolutionary nature of social 
democracy, are not contradicted by the 
mere existence of other factors and issues.

Finally, in response to the Leninist 
argument for a revolutionary party, Pelz 
says the following:

"Left authors tend to stress the 

betrayals of German Social democracy 
but typically argue all this could have been 
prevented with a better (read: Leninist) 
party organisation for the masses of the 
revolutionary left. It is true that German 
Social Democracy’s organisational 
structures did not prevent the rise of a man 
like Friedrich Ebert, the first president of 
the Weimar Republic. But the Bolshevik 
organisational structures gave us Joe 
Stalin. It is with a great deal of justice that 
Friedrich Ebert has been characterised as 
the “Stalin of German Social Democracy.” 
This is correct in more ways than one. 
Both men had much in common such 
as their pathological hatred of the 
revolutionary left. It would be as pointless 
as it would be pedantic to try to guess at 
which person’s policies led to more death 
and suffering."

This argument spectacularly misses 
the point. The failure of the SPD wasn’t 
just that it allowed a man like Ebert to 
rise to the top, but that the politics of 
the SPD leadership were such that they 
identified their class interests with those 
of the German ruling class over those of 
the working-class. This is what led them to 
drown the German Revolution in blood. 
When Leninists argue for a revolutionary 
party, it is not because they believe in 
the inherent moral superiority of their 
own leaders, but because such a party is 
a necessary prerequisite for the working-
class seizure of power. The degeneration 
of the Russian Revolution which led 
to Stalin’s counterrevolutionary rise to 
power was its own tragedy, and a result of 
historical forces well beyond the scope of 
this review. But Pelz slips here into shallow 
“whataboutery” rather than historical 
analysis. It is, to use Pelz’s favourite 
argument, more complex than that.

All that being said, Pelz’s account of 
the early stages of the German Revolution 
remains valuable in its insistence on the 
role of ordinary working-class men and 
women in shaping history, and his use of 
first-hand accounts gives voice to many 
who have often been overlooked in other 
narratives. As Pelz eloquently puts it at the 
end of his book:

"Historians have too often 
contemplated the causes of historical 
events in the feats and foibles of leaders. In 
doing so, they deny the agency of ordinary 
people who, as the German Revolution 
revealed, have more power than history is 
accustomed to credit them. The common 
people make their own history, just not in 
the conditions they would wish."
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