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The democratic opposition

12 September 2002, by Sadri Khiari
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Sadri Khiari is a founder member of
the National Council for Liberties in
Tunisia (CNLT) and part of the
leadership of Raid (Attac Tunisia). He
has been forbidden to leave Tunisia
for the past ten years. Here he
expresses his personal view of the
situation in Tunisia after the
referendum. This interview was
carried out by Charlotte Daix for the
French revolutionary socialist
newspaper, 'Rouge’.

Q What is the state of the
democratic opposition?

A Crushed by repression, the
opposition had progressively
disappeared since the early 1990s
until the setting up of the National
Council for Liberties in Tunisia (CNLT)
in December 1998 and the hunger
strike by the journalist Taoufik Ben
Brik.

Since then, despite the persecutions,
associations and parties have been set
up, others have found a second
breath, declarations and publications
have been circulated clandestinely or
on the web, public meetings have been
held, others forcibly dispersed. These
initiatives still only involve a few
people, but the number of participants
continues to grow.

The referendum which allowed Ben Ali

to modify the Constitution - which
forbade him from running as a
candidate in the elections of 2004 - led
to a politicisation and even a
radicalisation of the discourse of the
democratic opposition. The question of
human rights remains central but the
challenging of the regime and its
institutions takes on more and more
prominence. Thus the demand for a
constituent assembly is now broadly
shared. If the convergences are strong
inside of the opposition, divergences
continue to exist. There are two lines:

Charfism [1] which presents itself as
opposed to the Islamicists, privileges
the search for channels of negotiation
with the regime, relying on an internal
evolution of the latter, with a little
push from the Europeans;

Marzoukism [2] has a clearer
perspective of rupture with the
current regime, considering that it is
possible to find points of agreement
with the Islamicist movement in the
struggle against the dictatorship
without falling under its hegemony.

Other currents claim to represent a
third way but in truth whatever they
think they are polarized along one or
the other of these lines. The
unification of democrats that some call
for can only happen today on a
somewhat charfist basis.

Q Is the repression still as strong?

A Yes, arrests, tortures, trials,
beatings in broad daylight,
persecutions of all sorts are part of the
everyday life of the oppositionists.
There are today nearly a thousand
political prisoners. Some, like the
Islamicist leader Ali Laaridh, have
been held in isolation for 12 years.
They have all been condemned to long
years in prison following farcical
trials, like Hamma Hammami, the
spokesperson of the PCOT. [3] Last
week, the most well known of the
‘cyber democrats’, Zouhayer Yahiaoui,
known as Ettounsi, was arrested. He
could be imprisoned for years. The
goal of the operation is to stop the
internet becoming a space of
contestation, which it is already for a
growing layer of youth which
radicalises through online forums.

Q What are the links between the
trade union movement and the
democratic movement?

A At the same time as the rebirth of
the democratic opposition a movement
of anti-bureaucratic opposition
appeared inside the UGTT, the sole
trade union federation, until now
strictly controlled by the regime. This
dissidence has opened breaches inside
the trade union apparatus and
oppositionists are now represented in
some bodies, including the executive
bureau. However, their margin of
manoeuvre remains weak.

Outside of the far left - very active but
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muddled and often sectarian towards
the democrats - the opposition
concerns itself very little with the
trade union movement and more
generally economic and social
questions. Such an attitude does not
favour the overcoming of the
opposition’s major handicap, the
weakness of popular opposition.

Over the past three years, there have
been riots by school students and

unemployed youth in the south of the
country and some strikes here and
there but without any effect of
accumulation. Discontent is growing
in nearly all layers of the population
but cannot yet express itself in an
active manner or organize itself. We
need to act so that the social tensions
which are on the horizon, due to the
current serious economic problems,
lead to a real popular mobilization.
‘Raid’ is trying to stress the capital
importance of two things from the

point of view of the struggle against
the dictatorship:

- the social question, which is
increasingly acute with the progress
of economic liberalization;

- the insertion of the opposition and
the trade union movement in the
dynamic of international struggle
embodied in the movement against
neo-liberal globalisation.

Year Zero: twelve months of the "war on

terrorism"

12 September 2002, by Phil Hearse

]

Writing about this event one year
before September 11, Paul Rogers,
Professor of Peace Studies at Bradford
University, commented: "If that attack
had had its intended effect the results
would have been calamitous, not just
for the city of New York, but for the
United States as a whole." But it
would not, argued Rogers, have led
the United States to any fundamental
rethink of its relations with the third
world. "A more likely result would
have been a massive and violent
military reaction against any groups
anywhere in the Middle East thought
to have had even the slightest
connection with the attack." [4]

And so it turned out. But the US
military response to the attack on the
World Trade Center and the Pentagon
had much more behind it than
imperial hubris - although there was
plenty of that. Bush and the recycled
Reaganite team around him launched
a military-political offensive whose
central aim was to forcefully extend
the hegemony of US capitalism and
the American state worldwide, while
dealing sharp blows against all the
Bush administration’s perceived
enemies and rivals: centrally, third

world liberation movements, the
global justice movement, domestic
political rivals and America’s political-
economic rival states in Europe. Any
account of the year since September
11 must answer the question: to what
extent has this offensive succeeded?
And what does this show us about the
character of the Bush administration,
its geopolitical thinking, and its long-
term aims?

The war on terrorism, we should
remember, was originally launched
under the banner of capturing and
punishing the perpetrators of the
attack. At a military level the war on
Afghanistan, launched on 5 October,
seemed to result in an overwhelming
victory with minimal casualties - and it
could hardly have been otherwise,
given the vast quantities of firepower
used and total US air superiority.
'Regime change’ has indeed been
achieved in Afghanistan, although the
Taliban has been replaced with a
government whose writ hardly runs
outside Kabul, as the country reverts
to ethnic warfare and control by
regional warlords. The United States
doesn’t give a fig about that and has
left 'nation building’ to the Europeans.
The collapse of the Taliban in Kabul in
December 2001 led to a celebration of
‘victory’ by Bush and his international
supporters, but of course judged by

the yardstick of actually combating
terrorism - i.e. actually eliminating Bin
Laden, dismantling al-Qaida, or
addressing the real causes of
terrorism - it was a failure. If that
doesn’t unduly bother the Bush-
Cheney-Rumsfeld-Wolfowitz-Rice
team, then that’s because for them
terrorism of the al-Qaida variety is a
small problem and defeating it is an
entirely secondary objective.

a€ " Axis of Evil’

December 2001 also saw the first
significant public opposition in Europe
to US actions which went beyond the
anti-war movement and the left; this
was centred on a barrage of criticism
of the US treatment of Taliban and al-
Qaida prisoners at Guantanamo Bay,
Rumsfeld’s curt dismissal of the
Geneva Convention, and the
widespread suspicion among
European governments that prisoners
were being tortured.

Relations with the European states
really hit the fan with Bush’s January
2002 ’axis of evil’ State of the Union
speech. This speech represents the
central public programmatic
declaration of the objectives of the
United States. As Peter Gowan points
out, "The speech was designed to
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commit all the forces domestically and
internationally grouped in Bush’s
coalition against terrorism to an
entirely new set of strategic
objectives, namely, to commit them to
support the right of the US to take
pre-emptive military action to attack
and overthrow the regimes of Iraq,
Iran and North Korea and other states
deemed to be hostile to the United
States and alleged by it to be
developing weapons of mass
destruction.... The speech also made it
patently clear that the Bush
administration was committing itself
to a military-political drive against a
wide range of Muslim and Arab forces
in the Middle East, mainly linked
together not by al-Qaida but by the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Four of the
five ’terrorist’ organisations he
identified were linked to that conflict
and so were two of the three states -
Iran and Iraq. The third state, North
Korea, was also linked to Iran through
the fact it was allegedly selling Iran
medium range missiles. Iran in turn is
singled out for its support to Hizbollah
and for its alleged supply of arms to
the Palestinian authority". [5]

Bush threw down a challenge to all
those European states that might
hesitate at this incredible new
doctrine of pre-emptive military
strikes, "Some governments will be
timid in the face of terror. And make
no mistake about it: if they do not act,
America will."

The ’Axis of Evil’ speech takes us to
the heart of what is new in the
objectives and methods of the Bush
team, as opposed to previous
administrations. The key members of
Bush’s team, nearly all of whom
served under Reagan, [6] are
committed to the idea that the
political conditions have been created
for the widespread use of military
force, and that military force can be
easily translated into reinforced
American political and economic
dominance worldwide. In caricatured
accounts of the US approach,
unthinking militarism is assumed as a
constant, but this is not the case. For
example, former national security
advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski, hardly a
bleeding-heart liberal, downplays the
role of US military force in his 1997
international relations classic The
Grand Chessboard. [7] Brzezinski

argues "...America is too democratic at
home to be autocratic abroad. This
limits the use of America’s power,
especially its capacity for military
intimidation. Never before has a
populist democracy (sic) attained
international domination. But the
pursuit of power is not a goal that
commands public passion, except in
conditions of sudden threat or
challenge to the public’s sense of
domestic well-being. The economic
self-denial (that is, defence spending)
and human sacrifice (casualties even
among professional soldiers) required
in the effort are uncongenial to
democratic instincts. Democracy is
inimical to imperial mobilization." [8]

In the era of the Axis of Evil, this
seems like an argument from a bygone
age. Brzezinski could of course argue
that his approach couldn’t possibly
factor in an event like September 11,
which is precisely the "sudden threat
or challenge" that could create an
alternative scenario.

Nonetheless, Brzezinski’s general
approach is to stress that US
hegemony depends on a bundle of
advantages, of which (especially
latent) military might is just one
factor. These include economic
dominance, technological supremacy,
the attractiveness of the US political
model, the magnetic attraction -
especially for the young - of US
popular culture, military power (vitally
control of the oceans) and overall the
demonstrable success and
attractiveness of the US ’society
model’, which especially mobilises the
imaginations of the most dynamic,
creative and ambitious people
worldwide. [9] The actual use of US
military power will be, for Brzezinski,
a declining factor in the post-Soviet
world. On the contrary "manoeuvre,
diplomacy, coalition building, co-
optation, and the very deliberate
deployment of one’s political assets
have become the key ingredients of
the successful exercise of geo-
strategic power..." [10] Bush’s new
warriors have thrown such ideas in
the dustbin with a resounding clang.

World dominance

objectives

All participants in debates among US
defence intellectuals agree that the
key to US hegemony is its capacity to
dominate 'Eurasia’ - the landmass of
Europe and Asia, including the Middle
East to the south, China and Japan as
the pivots of the east, and Western
Europe constituting the opposite edge.
This area holds the vast majority of
the world’s economic, natural and
population resources and hugely
outweighs the Americas in every field.
America’s dominance relies on the fact
that the US outguns every single
potential Eurasian competitor, and
political disunity amongst potential
Eurasian alliances (so far) hobbles
anti-US competition. What emphases
do the Bush team now put on military-
political objectives to keep Eurasia
subjugated?

First, the view held by Brzezinski and
others that Western Europe remains
under US tutelage is treated with
extreme suspicion. Second, traditional
views of what constitutes the strategic
core of Eurasia have shifted
dramatically eastwards, with much
more emphasis being placed on
central and east Asia. Third, the vital
economic and strategic importance of
the Middle East is being reaffirmed,
including of course the perception that
the main challengers to US dominance
in that region are the Europeans.

It is this context that the new US
military deployments have to be
understood. Bush’s team includes a
large number of east Asia experts and
they have no doubt where the biggest
single potential future threat to United
States capitalism lies: China. New US
military bases in Afghanistan,
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan complement
the increased US commitment to
South Korea and Taiwan, and of
course the sending of 10,000 troops to
the Philippines are aimed at
reinforcing the US’s Asian presence
and surrounding China, hoping to
disrupt future attempts by China to
make itself the leader of any east
Asian political alliances.

US policy in the Middle East,
especially uncritical support for
Sharon’s permanent war against the
Palestinians, the drive to launch a war



to unseat Saddam in Iraq, and
increased threats against Iran serve to
disrupt European political influence in
the regions, reducing EU initiatives on
Palestine to a pathetic farce of
impotent pleading and throwing a
spanner in the works (hopefully) of
European economic links with Iraq
and Iran.

On top of this Bush has scored a major
success in using the war on terrorism
to threaten and bribe the sinister
Putin regime in Russia, giving US
support for the war in Chechnya and
promises of future political and
economic benefits, in exchange for the
abandonment of Russian objections to
star wars and the expansion of NATO
eastwards. This represents a total
capsizal of expectations of Russian
resistance to US European military,
political and economic objectives.

Reactionary
effects worldwide

In some countries the US war on
terror has been looked on with
bemusement, as a typical excess of
Yankee crudity, but one having not
much domestic significance for either
right or left. The failure of most parts
of the French political spectrum to get
particularly animated by the war is a
case in point. However the truth is
that the Bush offensive has tended to
have the effect of strengthening
reactionary and rightwing forces
everywhere, and especially those
which have openly attached
themselves to US aims and objectives.
These reactionary effects are manifold
and only a few are highlighted here:-

US allies engaged in counter-
revolutionary wars have been given
the green light to go on the offensive,
notably in the Middle East, Colombia
and the Philippines. In Colombia ex-
president Pastrana relaunched the
war against the left-wing FARC
guerrillas, and he has been succeeded
by the even more right wing Uribe
Velez, a perfect representative of neo-
liberal warmongering, who will pursue
this war with vast amounts of
American aid and covert special forces
backup. In the Philippines the
dispatch of 10,000 US ‘advisors’ has
as a central objective the re-

establishment of a major US presence
in that country; but it will also fuel
armed actions against Islamist rebels.

The major victims of counter-
revolutionary war have of course been
the Palestinians, with the traditional
State Department round of peace
negotiations sacrificed to total support
for Israel.

I

The war on terrorism has deepened
the hold of racism and xenophobia,
particularly in Western Europe.
Making Bin Laden public enemy
number one, and the fact that the
enemy is portrayed as mainly Islamic,
has strengthened popular stereotypes
which go along the lines of
"Muslim=Asylum
Seeker=Criminal=Terrorist’. A recent
survey in Italy showed 40% of people
saying immigrants were a threat to
public order and safety, and this in a
country which is mainly a transit point
for asylum seekers, not their final
destination. Xenophobic reaction had
obvious negative consequences in the
success of the Pym Fortuyn list in the
Netherlands, the score of Le Pen in
the French presidentials, minor
successes for the British National
Party and indeed in the near total anti-
asylum seeker consensus in the British
media and official politics.

A potential, but not yet hardened, pro-
US axis has emerged in Europe
around the most right wing
governmental leaders, notably
Berlusconi in Italy, Aznar in Spain and
Blair in Britain. The pro-US tilt of their
governments is much more marked
than any in Paris or Berlin. Of course
all the governments concerned are
committed to the neo-liberal model,
but the US posture has the effect of
strengthening the most aggressively
right wing of them, those at the
cutting edge of trying to force back
workers’ rights and conditions.

The most significant reactionary
effects of course have been within the
United States itself. We should
remember that a mammoth global
justice demonstration was planned in
Washington for the beginning of
October 2001, and this was immediate

scuttled by the September 11 attack.
The US global justice movement, while
not dead, has had difficulty raising its
head in similarly significant numbers
since. What followed September 11
was a reactionary mobilisation on a
scale not seen since the darkest days
of McCarthyism and the Korean war in
the early 1950s. It is difficult to
imagine the scale of this from the
outside; the wave of nationalist
patriotism, whipped up with the
participation of leading public figures
from every walk of life - politicians,
media personalities, film and sports
stars, rock musicians and church
leaders - was very difficult to oppose.
Gradually dissident voices have
emerged, but just as in the days of the
1950s witch-hunts, public figures
know that they will be vilified and
stepping out of line will wreck their
careers. The ability of the US radical
movement to break out of this
situation will be a decisive element in
whether the Bush offensive is
successful.

On top of the surfeit of imperialist
violence and the reactionary offensive
has been the war on human and civil
rights. Numerous instances of this
could be quoted, but perhaps the most
symbolic have been in the United
States itself. Nearly one year on,
hundreds of people are still detained
without trial and the whereabouts of
many is unknown. Not content with
ditching the Geneva convention and
resorting to torture in Guantanamo,
the US now abrogates to itself the
right to arrest, imprison without trial,
torture or otherwise dispose of anyone
in the world it suspects of involvement
with what it defines as terrorism.

Barriers to US
success

What are the barriers to total US
success in this enterprise of recasting
world politics through the use and
threat of military violence? In my view
the fundamental dilemma can be
explained like this: in attempting to
take a spectacular initiative which hits
at so many rivals simultaneously, the
Bush administration of necessity
deepens the antagonism of an array of
governmental and non-governmental
forces worldwide, which separately



and in alliance can defeat the whole
enterprise. For the other side of the
coin has to be seen; if the whole thing
collapses in fiasco, the negative
consequences for US capitalism will
be on the scale of - and probably much
bigger - than its defeat in Vietnam. It
is a big political mistake in this crucial
period to overemphasise the efficacy
of US military power or underestimate
the potential of opposition.
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The first barrier to success, and a
gigantic one, is the spectacular
corporate crisis and stock market
collapse in the United States itself.
This is one more stage in the
unravelling of the 'dot.com boom’, a
massive crisis of over-accumulation of
capital, which started with the
financial blow-outs in Asia in 1997 and
Russia in 1998. The stock market has
been going down for more than two
years and no one can say if the end is
in sight. Crucial to the ideological
effects of this are the realisation by
millions that at the centre of the
operations of finance capital is fraud
(whether it is illegal fraud or not is
besides the point). Millions in the US
have been defrauded of their savings
or will see the value of their pensions
disappear or collapse. Assumptions of
the attractiveness of the US ’society
model’ are going to be sorely tested by
these events. This will be compounded
by the close links of many at the top of
the Bush administration with big
business; this is a constant in the US
politics, but the personal business
history of Bush and Cheney is
becoming, to say the least,
embarrassing. When Bush says "The
American people could lose faith in
our free enterprise system",
something serious is happening.
Renewed energy in trying to get the
war on Iraq underway could well be
linked to Republican fears of being
punished for the economic disarray in
the November mid-term elections. For
while the US Democrats have largely
supported the war on terrorism, they
have been quick to pick up the theme
of corporate corruption.

The second danger for the Bush team
lies in the response to an attack on
Iraq by its European ’allies’. On the

one hand, this problem is probably
made more manageable by right-wing
victories in European elections. But
the imponderable is the extent of anti-
war mobilisations and public
sentiment. In this context, we have to
note that the fear of many that the
global justice movement would
collapse in the face of the US anti-
terrorist offensive has not been
realised. On the contrary: the global
justice movement helped build, and
indeed merged with, an anti-war
movement on a scale not seen since
Vietnam.

Preparations for the Irag War 2 are
causing important friction with
European governments. Bush’s new
warriors are correct in doubting
previous orthodoxies about the
political subordination of Europe. The
reason for this is ironic. As outlined at
length in an important recent article
by Peter Gowan, [11] the collapse of
the Soviet Union both immensely
increased the relative strength of the
United States and simultaneously
undermined the structures of its
political domination of Europe, i.e.
NATO as a response to the Soviet
threat.

Since September 11 there have been
giant global justice and anti-war
mobilisations, most notably the
success of the World Social Forum in
Porto Alegre and the monster
600,000-strong Barcelona
demonstration. The centres of the
anti-war movement during the
Afghanistan attack were Italy and
Britain. Post-September 11 crowing in
the North American and British right-
wing press that the global justice
movement was finished has been
repudiated by events. The scene is
being set for an enormous outpouring
of anti-war sentiment if Iraq is
savaged again. As we noted above,
only in the United States has the
global justice movement been
decisively set back.

Finally, the war on terrorism takes
places - and deepens - international
instability which can have
unpredictable consequences. For
example, terrible problems for the US
have been caused by the conflict
between India and Pakistan, which
caused near panic in Washington
about the prospect of a nuclear war

and diverted huge resources to finding
a (temporary) solution.

Global instability and turmoil,
undermining US credibility and the
neo-liberal model, have in the past
year particularly been centred in Latin
America, with political turmoil in
Paraguay, the collapse of the
Argentine economy, a repeat
performance in Uruguay and Brazil
waiting in the wings. However, the
huge mobilizations and self-
organization of the Argentine masses
has failed to generate a popular
alternative at the level of government,
a serious challenge by the left for
power. The reason for this is hardly a
mystery for anyone even slightly
acquainted with Marxist theories of
capitalist crisis and mass politics - the
absence of any political force with a
modicum of political vision and
revolutionary sentiment which has a
real mass base and can lead the
divergent instances of popular power
and mobilization towards a unified
quest to conquer political power.

A new stage:
October war?

B

Almost certainly detailed plans and a
preliminary schedule for the Iraq war
have been drawn up by the US in
concert with the British government.
The international media is rife with
rumours that the bombs will start
falling again in October, and this date
has the logic that it will be in the wake
of the national commemorations for
September 11 in which the war
against terrorism will be re-affirmed
and national unity of purpose
(hopefully) rekindled; and it will be
before the November mid-term
elections for a third of the seats in the
House and Senate, hopefully boosting
Bush’s flagging ratings.

In fact Bush, Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz and
the rest have now talked themselves
into a position where not to have a
war to replace Saddam would be seen
as a major defeat, and in effect
undermine the credibility of the
doctrine of pre-emptive strikes against



rogue states. The war on terrorism
depends on the Iraq criterion. If it
can’t even get rid of Saddam Hussein
after all this huffing and puffing, then
it is next to useless.

At the time of writing (early August)
the US is close to rejecting its own
weapons inspectors as an irrelevance,
sensing that Saddam might even
accept them back - a sure sign of US
determination to go to war, if

necessary without even bothering to
construct a half-believable case about
‘'weapons of mass destruction’.
Rumours, probably spread by Downing
Street, that Tony Blair publicly
supports war, while in secret he is
trying to dissuade George Bush, are
probably irrelevant, even in the
unlikely event they are true. Mr Blair
has his uses for Bush, but determining
US strategy is not one of them.

Migration: Complete control

12 September 2002, by Terry Conway

]

For those who manage to slip through
their defences and are caught, the
punishment is increasingly draconian.
People whose only ‘crime’ is to flee
the worst ravages of neo-liberalism
are imprisoned in camps and
detention centres. People are taken in
the middle of the night and put on
planes in secret so that protestors
cannot prevent this inhumanity.

Those who escape even this inner
defence are also condemned. Without
rights, they are left to eke out a
desperate existence, subject to
poverty, to extreme insecurity at work
(because their work is clandestine)
and to racism in every sphere of life.

Those who hold up capitalist
globalisation as the model of a world
without inequality, without want,
without classes are the very ones who
also show in practice that this is no
more than a mirage. When people
want to come to Europe, they say that
we are full up, there is no room at the
inn or the table....

Even though the Seville summit did
not reach final agreement on all the
punitive measures it considered, it did
make some moves in that direction. At
any rate, legislation and practices are
becoming increasingly harmonized in
each member state (towards the worst

that already exists, of course).

For the anti-globalisation movement in
Europe, defence of the rights of
migrants, refugees and asylum
seekers has become an increasing
focus - even if it isn’t given the
consistent priority that those active in
the anti-racist movement think is
necessary.

The No Borders camp at Strasbourg
from July 21-28, 2002 saw 2,000
people opposed to capitalist
globalisation and its repressive
arsenal come together from all over
Europe. Strasbourg is the site of one
of the key elements of fortress Europe:
the Schengen system of information
(SIS) which organizes the recording of
information on immigrants on a
European scale.

Demonstrators took action against
hotels belonging to the Accor group -
which is involved, together with the
police in the expulsion of immigrants -
and subsequently there was massive
police repression. The chief of police
also made an exception decision to
ban any form of demonstration,
placing the city centre under a state of
siege for the rest of the week. No
Borders nonetheless succeeded in
organizing some other events that
passed off without incident. This camp
was another example of developing co-
ordination on a European level and is
not the first - or the last - of these
actions.

We now face the prospect of another
major outburst of imperialist violence,
tens of thousands more deaths and
another outburst of political reaction
to accompany it. What Bush and his
advisors offer us is not a decisive war
to defeat the ’axis of evil’, but a new
paradigm of how the American empire
is to keep its dominance from now on:
permanent war. Defeating this
barbaric prospect means maximising
the anti-war mobilisation worldwide.

Developments like this, together with
the huge demonstration of migrant
workers in Italy in the spring and the
church occupations during the
Spanish EU presidency must be built
on and generalized, as well as the
more visible mobilizations of French
youth against Le Pen.

The appeal of the Madrid Conference
of the anti-capitalist left (see IV 342)
made the fight against racism and
immigration controls one of its central
themes and the conference decided
that fighting around these questions
should be a common campaign of the
organizations involved. This reflected
both the offensive of the established
order but also the growing resistance.

The appeal of a number of French
immigrant and anti-racist
organizations in relation to the
forthcoming European Social Forum
(see later article) should also be
supported - both in its demand that
these issues are given greater priority
by the anti-globalisation movement as
a whole and in their attempt to
increase the involvement of
organizations of immigrants and their
supporters in the ESF and the wider
movement.

The appeal itself also reflects the
increasing self-organization of
migrants, asylum seekers and
refugees. Of course the experience in
France is well known through the
militant organization of the sans
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papiers who were able to wring at
least some concessions from the state.
However, these dynamics are not
confined to one country - in Germany,
for example, the increasingly
important caravan movement is based
on self organization.

In Britain, things lag behind at this
level, but at least much of the
increasingly wunited movement
understands the need to give voice to
those who are most directly affected.
The tactics of fighting deportations
must always be determined by those
directly affected, while those working
from the outside against immigration
detention have been inspired many
times by those who have taken up the
only weapon left to them, the hunger
strike, with such courage.

Today we are dealing with different
forms of racism - both racism directed
against those who have been in the
country concerned all their lives (and
often for several generations) and
those who are newly arrived and often
have no legal status. For both the
extreme right and the traditional
parties one of the sharpest cutting
edges of their offensive is against
asylum seekers and migrants - this is
where increasingly restrictive laws are
proposed, but also where street
attacks and other hate crimes are
focused.

There are also other targets of racism
today that must be mentioned. In the
wake of the fall of the Berlin wall, the
Roma communities have not only been
subject to increasing persecution
within Eastern Europe, but have been
treated in a particular pernicious way
when they have fled westwards. This
has combined with racism directed at
Gypsy communities and individuals
who supposedly have the protection of
EU citizenship.

Then, in the wake of September 11,
we have seen a major rise in
Islamophobia. This phenomenon,
which of course first surfaced in a
major way during the Gulf war, has a
crude functionality - it is a major
ideological weapon in justifying war
and is itself fed by it. At the most
concrete level, we have seen the
imprisonment without charge or trial
of thousands of people, not only in the
US but in virtually all European

countries. The parallels with
immigration detainees are striking.

There have also been street attacks
and the manipulation by the far right
of these questions. For example, the
British National Party undoubtedly
played on Islamophobia in its strong
election campaigns in the North West
of England in May 2002.

Those who migrated some time ago
also suffer from these reactionary
moves. When someone throws a
firebomb at a house or beats someone
up on the street because they are
black, or speak a different language or
look "foreign" they don’t stop to ask
the people if they have papers or
where they were born.

But despite this reality, the response
of some organizations of more settled
communities has not been to throw
themselves into the fight for asylum
rights but rather to try even harder to
become integrated into the ’'host’
community - saying that this has
nothing to do with us. This is
particularly true of some organizations
which had been offered some crumbs
from the imperialist table during a
more settled political and economic
period during the 1980s and 1990s
and whose leadership is now
desperate not to lose their privileges
again.

Of course there are other black
organizations and community
organizations of peoples who have
lived in the advanced countries for a
long time which put forward militant
politics, who work to fight racist
attacks, against the rise of the far
right and to defend asylum seekers
and 'illegal’ workers.

Post-war migration
patterns

Western Europe saw a huge upturn in
immigration during the post-war boom
as the need for labour increased - as
did the desire to get it at the cheapest
possible rate. The pattern varied from
country to country.

Britain, France and the Netherlands
could relatively easily make use of
labour from their colonies or former

colonies. Other European countries
did not have this access and therefore
had to set up more developed labour
recruitment systems to bring in
temporary workers - who were
allowed to stay only as long as their
labour was needed.

These arrangements existed in
countries such as Switzerland,
Belgium and Sweden but the best
known - and most developed was the
German "Guest-worker" system. Some
of these "guest" workers came from
the countries of the European
periphery - from Spain, Portugal and
Italy, from Yugoslavia or Turkey and
others from further afield - with the
pattern shifting over time.

The existence of these two systems
had a different impact on the ability of
those coming to Europe to organize.
Workers who came to the ’'host’
countries for only short periods of
time, who often lived in special
accommodation and were isolated
economically, socially and politically
from others in the society in which
they lived had less ability to organize
collectively than for example
Commonwealth immigrants coming to
Britain who formally had full rights -
for example the right to vote and to
work - even though they were
subjected to many racist policies and
practices.

Questions of immigration are not
issues only in Europe. Though Canada,
the USA and Australia were all
created as capitalist countries through
immigration - and the subjugation of
the First nations, stealing their land
and resources - there too this phase of
capitalist globalisation is one that
demands strict border controls.

Some of the most dramatic stories
both of right wing policies on asylum
and resistance against them over the
last year have come from Australia -
from the horrendous treatment of the
Tampa refugees in August 2001 (they
were refused the right to land on the
Australian territory of Christmas
Island) to the heartrending story of
the Baktiyari brothers, who escaped
from Woomera detention centre,
sought and were denied protection
from the British consulate and are
now back in Woomera. Australia has
also been the site of many protests-



both from those in mandatory
detentions in the camps and by
supporters outside.

It is interesting to look briefly at the
history of immigration policy in
Australia. The government initiated a
mass immigration programme after
1945, aiming to increase their
population of 7.5 million people for
both economic and strategic reasons.
The initial target was 70,000 people a
year - but with 10 Britons to every
‘foreigner’. It was only when it
became clear that the targets for
British migration could not be met,
that these were shifted to include
other Europeans.

Initially all non-European immigration
was forbidden - the White Australia
policy that was developed in the
nineteenth century remained
militantly in place. Asian immigration
in particular was seen as a threat to
Australia’s identity as a 'European’
nation. However, this began to change
in the 1960s and 1970s with the
removal of some discriminatory
restrictions. By the 1990s about half of
all new immigrants to Australia came

from Asia. In 1994, the estimated
Asian born population was 826,000 -
4.6 per cent of the total population.

It is beyond the scope of this article to
consider in any great detail the
processes of migration within the
underdeveloped countries. However,
migration cannot be understood only
as an issue of the North. In fact, the
greatest movements of population
take place within the countries of the
South.

For example, the United Nations High
Commission for Refugees (UNHCR)
statistics for 2001 show that of the top
10 countries which received refugees
during that year, none are in the
advanced capitalist world. In 2001,
Pakistan received 199,900 Afghani
refugees - with very little assistance
from international agencies or
countries in the developed world who
since September 11 have purported to
care so much about the people of
Afghanistan.

This reality should be no surprise,
because these are the very countries

that pay the greatest price for
capitalist globalisation. Given that
most people who leave their homes do
so with virtually no resources as well
as with the hope and expectation that
they will return as soon as possible,
then on both counts they will travel
the smallest distance possible. This is
important for all activists to take on
board because these realities are
completely ignored by the politicians
and the media hacks who talk about
the advanced capitalist countries as
being full.

In a world where there is more and
more movement of capital making
profits from even plant or animal
genes, from air, from water, any free
movement of people is completely
forbidden. These are the values of the
world which the anti-capitalist left is
working to change. Our anger at this
inhumanity is one of the things which
fuels our declaration that another
world is not only possible but
absolutely necessary. This world that
we are working to build is one without
borders, in which no one will be illegal
and in which every person will have
full rights.

Holland: Asylum policy dead and buried

12 September 2002, by Jurgen de Wit

Under the previous government (made
up Social Democrats, liberals and
Social Liberals) asylum policy was
already directed towards kicking
people out. They were proud that the
number of asylum requests fell
drastically (from 44,000 in 2000 to
33,000 in 2001, according to the
Dutch Central Bureau for Statistics in
January 2002). The legislation had
become stricter and stricter over the
years and reached a temporary nadir
in 2001 with the new Foreigners Law.

Anyone who thought that it couldn’t
get worse has now been disappointed.
The new plans defy the imagination. In
the run-up to the May 15, 2002
parliamentary elections, there was
already a competition under way

among the various parties about who
had the strictest asylum policy.

This was particularly the responsibility
of the Pim Fortuyn List, which made
crime, immigrants and refugees the
focus of the election. Fortuyn himself
wanted to close the Dutch borders to
new refugees. Everyone was just
supposed to get asylum in their own
region.... However, he also said that
those who have already been in the
Netherlands for years but have not yet
got asylum status could hypothetically
count on a general amnesty and thus
be legalized.

When the negotiations to form the
new government took place and "Pim’s
heirs" brought this up, there was a
little hope among asylum seekers and

the organizations that defend them.
However, it soon became clear that
this was a vain hope.

For it was the first part of Fortuyn’s
proposals that were taken up:
refugees must be taken care of in their
own region. And that’s what’s there, in
black and white, in the Strategic
Accord that was agreed as the basis
for the new coalition government.

What it says is that Asylum seekers
without papers must prove their
identity immediately and also explain
why they didn’t apply for asylum
somewhere else. If you arrive at
Schiphol (the airport for Amsterdam)
without papers, then you can just
forget it. Of course, people who are
fleeing from persecution don’t first
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collect their papers and then go take
their seats on a plane.

The previous rule, according to which
asylum seekers got residence permits
after waiting three years for their
applications to be processed, is being
abolished. Appeals after rejection of
an asylum application are also a thing
of the past.

Being illegal is being made
punishable, and expelling ’illegals’ is
to be accelerated. The next step may
be to go after people and
organizations who defend 'illegals’ as
well, because in principle you are then
complicit in a criminal offence. The
government agreement already says
that municipalities may not offer any
compensatory housing for asylum
seekers who have exhausted their

appeals, although no punishment for
doing so is indicated so far.

‘Tllegals’ are thus to be repatriated to
their country of origin. Governments
that refuse to take them back will be
ineligible for development aid - a
proposal that was made at the Seville
summit by Aznar for European wide
application but not agreed this time
round at least.

For the Netherlands, however, this
blackmail tactic is not so effective,
since Dutch development aid has been
limited to about 20 countries and
many refugees come from places that
aren’'t even considered for
development aid.

So there are hard times ahead for

Fortress Denmark

12 September 2002

For now one can at least see that the
first effects of the increasingly shrill
xenophobic tone in Denmark has been
a dramatic fall in the number of
people seeking asylum here. This has
already saved quite a lot of money and
the establishment are quietly patting
themselves on the back.
Unfortunately, the whole package of
reforms hardly took stage centre in
the political debate. The social
democrats (and even the left wing SF
to an extent) silently agreed that
‘something had to be done’, even if
they 'deplored’ the tone adopted by
the Liberal/Conservative regime and
their cheerleaders on the extreme
right. The social democrats are
actually probably quite grateful that
the right has grasped the nettle they
were toying with whilst in
government. They would certainly
have put together a package that was
less unpalatable for the unions
(refugees working for their reduced
benefits plus) and probably for the
employers too - the Danish employers’
organization has been icily cool over
such solutions from the Liberal

populists.

Protests were and are confined largely
to the 'usual suspects’ (Enhedslisten,
AFA and so on) plus those who work
with or have some insights into being
refugees. The union of social workers
annoyed the minister by encouraging
its members to protest and a useful
initiative called ’'7 years’ (after the
minimum time it will take to acquire
citizenship and full legal equality) has
been launched.

It’s probably most useful to make an
assessment of the reforms in-line with
the overall strategy and thinking of
the government. The ruling parties
still retain a slim majority of support
in recent polls despite a spectacular
inability to meet any of their
extravagant pre-election promises on
welfare and taxation (except for the
very rich). They have degraded a few
environmental standards and
promised longer jail sentences but
these few swallows have made for a
wet and windy summer. Their first
attempts to structurally weaken the
Danish trade unions have received a

refugees who come to the Netherlands
and for organizations that defend their
interests. And the right-wing
government is going on the offensive
in other areas too: immigrants, the
environment, employment schemes,
development aid...

Fortunately, it is dawning on
organizations that are active in these
areas that it is necessary to act
together against the government’s
plans. A coalition called 'Turn the
Tide’ has been established in which
social organizations and a number of
opposition parties have come
together. Discussion days and rallies
are taking shape. The first important
appointment is Budget Day
(September 17), the day on which the
government announces its budget
plans.

miserable reception from the
employers who would rather ’stick
with the devil they know’- the Danish
negotiating system which guarantees
a low level of disruption at the cost of
reasonable wages and a high level of
institutional union recognition. Really,
the only area where the government
have delivered is being nastier to
foreigners, and even here strains have
arisen.

Firstly, the balance within the
governing coalition has tilted even
more to the Liberals. The
Conservatives and especially the
Danish Peoples’ Party have fallen in
the polls. The DPP are perceived to
have sold their social profile far too
cheaply for influence on immigration -
this, while not a non-issue to their
supporters, is only a part of their
appeal as a party which ’stands up for
the little Dane’. The DPP will probably
now re-manoeuvre themselves to a
more critical, welfare-orientated
populism, forcing the government to
the centre and away from the bloc-
politics of the last 9 months.
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The second and more long-term effect
is that this xenophobic binge has
obscured any debate on the need for
attracting foreign workers. Despite
unemployment, there are massive
bottlenecks in the Danish economy
where foreign workers are needed.

Unfortunately, these are often in areas
that are not very well represented
amongst refugees, which Denmark is
so bad at absorbing. Foreigners are
always welcome, so long as they are
roughly the right colour,
approximately the right religion and

Spain: No Legal Way In

12 September 2002

Even as late as the mid-1990s, the
foreign population was relatively small
and contained a majority of EC-
nationals. As workers started to arrive
in bigger numbers from Morocco,
West Africa, South America and the
Philippines, they had little trouble
finding jobs, even if poorly paid and in
bad conditions, but huge problems
coping with the Kafkaesque
requirements for becoming - and
staying - 'legal’ imposed on them by
the 1985 Act.

]

Despite certain changes (for the
worse) the basic situation remains
that people are expected to obtain an
employment contract while still in
their country of origin, produce this at
the Spanish embassy to apply for a
visa and only then come to take up
their job, which is supposed to have
been kept open for them for however
long this process may last. Of course,
this is not how the labour market
functions and everyone knows it.

In the real world, with legal entry into
the country virtually impossible, whole
sectors of the fruit-growing and
construction industries, for instance,
have thrived on employing migrant
workers who officially don’t exist and
therefore have no recognized rights.
Never the less, combined pressure
from immigrants and their supporters
has forced the government to concede
several amnesties, known as ’special

regularization processes’, for those
who have managed to get in.

Charged with guarding the European
Union’s southern flank against 'illegal’
immigrants, the Spanish government
has obliged by reinforcing its coastal
and airport controls and building
massive walls around Ceuta and
Melilla, its two North African
enclaves. This does not prevent access
- new immigrants continue to come in
all the time - but does make it
considerably more dangerous and
lucrative for the 'mafias’. Countless
hundreds have been drowned braving
the currents of the Straits of Gibraltar
or attempting the route to the Canary
Islands in boats that are hardly
seaworthy. There has been little
difference between the Socialist Party
(PSOE) and the Popular Party (PP) on
this question.

Until fairly recently, migrant workers’
main problems stemmed from state
and institutional racism in the form of
police harassment and the enormous
obstacles in the way of obtaining
permits. Immigration was not a major
political issue and overt anti-
immigrant racism (as opposed to that
against Spanish gypsies) was
generally absent from society at large.

However, a new, tougher Immigration
Act was passed at the end of the PP’s
previous term of government and yet
another, still tougher, one almost
immediately upon its return to office.
This, the focus on the 'immigration
problem’ at the Seville summit at the

arrive on Denmark’s shores with an
adequate grasp of the Danish
language and culture. More
enlightened sectors of the Danish
bourgeoisie are beginning to realize a
more nuanced debate is necessary but
can they shut their government up?

close of its EU presidency and openly
blaming (illegal) immigrants for a
sharp rise in crime, sent out a clear
signal on what was considered
legitimate. Racist outbreaks and
simmering conflicts have become
more frequent. The climate has
changed.

When hundreds of immigrants
occupied first one church, followed by
another ten, in the centre of Barcelona
in January 2000, they stirred up a
tremendous surge of sympathy. Their
determination and tenacity, together
with the active support of several
sections of society, managed to wring
‘'papers’ from the government for
practically all those concerned as well
as opening the door for thousands of
others.

Unfortunately, the occupation of a
university in Seville, on the eve of the
EU summit there, by over 400 migrant
workers also demanding 'papers’ did
not meet with the same response,
even though the government has been
under more social pressure (including
a general strike) than at any time
since it first came to power, and so did
not have the same success.

Rifts in the anti-racist movement will
have to be healed, the global justice
movement will have to be convinced of
the need to become more involved,
new alliances forged with the workers’
movement and co-ordination sought
with others across Europe if
resistance is to be effective in the
future.


https://internationalviewpoint.org/spip.php?article364

Appeal for participation in the European

Social Forum

12 September 2002

The European Social Forum is based
on three major themes: neo-liberalism
and globalisation; war and
militarisation; democracy, citizenship
and social rights. In this framework,
the immigrants movements in Europe
are directly concerned, precisely
because the European Union has
made control of immigration one of
the foundation stones of its policy,
with the closing of its borders.

The EU is currently preparing a new
set of anti-immigration measures.

I

Following the electoral breakthrough
of the far right and populist parties in
several countries, the heads of
government from Spain and Great
Britain agreed on new measures for
border control and the 15 countries of
the European Union made
immigration the central question of
the Seville summit, aiming to achieve
a hardening of their policy.

The presence of foreigners in Europe
is accepted on the basis of draconian
conditions that are difficult to meet.
This creates a situation of precarity
and marginalisation for hundreds of
thousands of immigrants who are
condemned to earn their living in the

black market. Demands for asylum are
arbitrarily rejected, women’s
independence is rarely recognized, the
right to join families is sometimes
restricted. Police powers are
constantly growing and the confusion
between immigrants and delinquents
accepted by leading figures in the
European Union.

With the pretext of the fight against
terrorism, Europe is hardening up and
the ministers for home affairs of the
15 are discussing introducing a joint
border police. The Italian parliament
has voted for the stocking of
fingerprints of foreigners asking for
residence permits, a potential danger.

During the ESF, there will be a forum
'Migrants against Fortress Europe’.

We will discuss the following subjects:
freedom of movement and residence;
the right to asylum; citizenship;
independence of immigrant women;
equal rights. On each of these points,
we will seek to formulate joint
demands which would encourage
Europe-wide mobilizations.

In addition, we ask that questions
relating to immigration, freedom of
movement, the rights of migrant,
immigrant and foreign men and
women are discussed in all the themes
because they are relevant to all of
them.

To make the importance of these
questions relating to immigration
more visible we ask that the word
‘Immigration’ be added to the title of
Theme III.

We call on you to get involved in the
preparation of the ESF and to
participate in it.

First signatories:

Association citoyenne des originaires
de Turquie (ACORT), Association des
Marocains en France (AMF), ASECA,
Association de solidarité avec les
femmes algériennes démocrates
(ASFAD), Coordination nationale des
Sans Papiers (CNSP), DROITS
DEVANT !, Fédération des
associations franco-africaines de
développement (FAFRAD), Fédération
des associations de solidarité avec les
travailleurs immigrés (FASTI),
Fédération des Tunisiens pour une
citoyenneté des deux rives (FTCR),
Groupe d’information et de soutien
des travailleurs immigrés (GISTI),
Pour une véritable citoyenneté
européenne (PVCE), Réseau pour
I’autonomie juridique des femmes
immigrées et réfugiées (RAJFIRE),
Service national pastoral des migrants
(SNPM), Parti communiste francais
(PCF), Union des juifs pour la paix et
la justice (UJPJ).

PT left criticizes alliance with right

12 September 2002, by Ernesto Herrera

On Sunday June 23, 2002, a large
majority of delegates at the PL’s

convention endorsed the proposal of a

joint ticket with the PT. The PL’s

senator, a textile executive, Jose
Alencar, is the Vice-Presidential
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candidate and the PT’s Jose Inacio
Lula da Silva will be the Presidential
candidate in October’s national
elections.

In the midst of Brazil’s economic crisis
and the sabotage induced by the
"financial markets" and the lack of
foreign investment, Lula and the
majority of the PT’s leadership are
hoping the presence of Alencar on the
presidential ticket will reduce the
combined opposition of big business,
the United States and the
international creditors’ organizations
to a possible PT government in
October.

Inside the left of the PT, the criticisms
of this electoral strategy have become
louder. The new strategy - which
originates from the centre-right in the
party - calls into question the PT’s
established programme of ’breaking’
with neo-liberalism, a policy around
which the party came into existence.
The critics of the new leadership
policy are mindful that in a number of
Brazilian states, the PL is allied with
the worst enemies of the PT and in
some areas, state leaderships think of
the PL as being an "undesirable ally".

]

Government troops arrest MST
activists

In addition, the critics say that the
agreements with Alencar will have
negative programmatic consequences

in key areas such as the PT’s policy of
rejection of the Free Trade Agreement
of the Americas (a treaty which has
the support of Alencar), for the party’s
policy on agrarian reform (Alencar has
opposed the land occupations carried
out by the Moviemiento Sem Terra
(MST)) and payment of Brazil's
external debt.

On April 6, the Rio Grande do Sul
state meeting of the PT came out
categorically against the majority
leadership’s position for alliances with
the PL and a sector of the PMBD.

The meeting stated: "The national
conjuncture, marked by the economic
crises, the deepening of social
impoverishment and the split in the
conservative camp, raises the
possibility that the PT can lead a
broad movement of the masses
through which it can win control of
the Federal and several state
governments. But such a possibility is
conditional upon a tactic that
transforms electoral differences with
other parties into a debate about
contrasting policies in a great
mobilization that will polarize the
country and put into motion millions of
workers, youth, unemployed and all
those involved in social struggles. Our
alliances and our electoral tactic must
be consistent with this objective."

In essence, the declaration was a
demonstration and open repudiation
by the PT rank and file "all over the
country to the direction being taken in
the negotiations, that contradicted the

resolutions of the last National
Meeting and which compromised our
debate about political hegemony." The
declaration concluded by demanding:
"No to the policies of an alliance of
classes. For the defence of our
programmatic unity. No to alliances
with the PL and the PMDB. For a
broad discussion among party
supporters around a programme for
national and state governments."

Raul Pont (see accompanying
interview) considers such an alliance a
"waste of time". Luciana Genero, a
state deputy and a militant in the
tendency, Movimiento de Izquierda
Socialista, is of the opinion that
"bringing the PL or the dissidents of
the PMDB into the PT is like bringing
your enemies into your own trenches."
And Pedro Roque Grazziotin, state
deputy and a member of the tendency,
Articulacion de Izquirda, says, "At a
national level, to please some people
who are not in our camp, we're taking
a step backwards. The unity of our
political project is fundamental."

The debate and the resistance in the
party to this new course are not
limited to the electoral alliance with
the PL and sections of the PMDB. It
also raises for discussion the party’s
existing programme and which
policies to implement - in the event of
the PT forming the government - to
deal with the external debt. In this
context, many leaders of the PT’s left
have expressed criticisms of the
policies put forward on this matter by
Lula and his tendency.

"An Alliance with the PL and PMDB is a

waste of time"

12 September 2002, by Raul Pont

Q Are you in agreement with the new
orientation of the PT leadership on the
need to negotiate the external debt
rather than to stop paying it, a
position the party defended in the
electoral campaign in 1994?

I

Lula

A The position approved in Recife
(12th national meeting of the PT,

December, 2001) kept much of the
programme of the party. It noted the
need to carry out an audit by the
government so that we might know
the exact size of external debt, the
composition of which the Central Bank
will not reveal to the Congress and of
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which Congress has no details...

The new thesis triumphed because
today, the largest part of the debt is in
the private and not the public sector.
The other question is that the external
part of this public debt is small. The
larger problem is the internal debt,
which does not involve dollars, and
whether or not to buy bonds and the
problem of interest rates. If in 1994,
the defence of non-payment of the
debt had a very simplistic and generic
quality to it, now I understand that the
definitions are more precise.

Q And when the P.T. defended not
paying, did it not know then that the
greatest part of the debt was private
and not public?

A With today’s thinking, no. The debt
changed a lot, and the foreign
indebtedness of the Federal
Government diminished because of
the existence of the deficit and there
are no new investments in the
economy. Parallel to this, the
government has a high income, which
gives it an enormous surplus. Our
criticism is that the government
assigns this money to pay the
servicing of the public debt, which
grows greater each day...

When we used to say ‘don’t pay the
debt’, it was much more within the
feeling of a call for a moratorium, of
warning that the country would be
placed in danger with so much money
going towards servicing the debt. To
call for not paying was the
simplification of a slogan that
indicated that public resources must
go to other ends. The Recife meeting
concluded that we ran the risk of
excessive flag-waving, without much
depth or content. That’s why the party
decided to put forward the call for an
audit of the external debt and the call
for its re-negotiation, to reduce the
impact that the thesis of non-payment
was causing.

Q Did this thesis of negotiation change

the point of view of the PT about the
International Monetary Fund (IMF)?

A The IMF continues being what it
always has been: an agency of the US
government. There is no single
international organism, a United
Nations Organization for finance, for
example. The IMF is an agency of US
policy and it’s no use trying to
sweeten the pill. It’s enough to see
what’s happening in Argentina, where
the country is bankrupt and the IMF is
imposing new demands. What they
want is to liquidate MERCOSUR so
they can impose the Free Trade
Agreement of the Americas (FTAA)
upon us...

An electoral victory for the PT will not
allow it to turn its back on the world.
But it’s essential to make clear that
it’s one thing to negotiate with a
responsible institution, but quite
another to negotiate with an agency of
US policy. If a government led by Lula
remains hostage to the IMF, it won’t
be able to bring forward the policies
that the country needs and that we
have been saying we will implement. If
we remain hostage to the IMF, we’ll
not be able to bring forward a change
in the profile of the debt, a change in
the role of the state with incentives for
economic activities to back the
internal market, a change to better
redistribute incomes and to permit the
states and the municipalities to make
their own financial arrangements. The
IMF is opposed to all this which the
country urgently needs. If we remain a
hostage to their orientation, we won't
be able change anything.

Q Are you in agreement with the
policy of an alliance with the PL and
with the policy of rapprochement with
the dissidents of the PMDB? Aren’t
there comrades of yours who don’t
want to even talk to them?

A At no time or instance was it
decided in the meeting that the
alliances would have to be with the PL

Left faces elections

or with the PMDB.

I include myself in the list of the
discontented. For me, talking about
alliances with the PL and the PMDB is
a waste of time. It would be more
useful if Lula backed up Brazil’'s
mayors, as it would be like a new
federal relation with the municipalities
that today are only allowed a
ridiculous portion of the taxes
collected. We must change this. If the
states today have serious problems
with the Federation, I believe that we
should be saying we’'re going to
change all that. We must tell the
population how we’re thinking about
constructing the public budget. This is
most important. We suggested
amendments in Recife, but nobody in
Lula’s campaign is thinking about this.

Q Do you think Lula’s behaviour is
troubling to PT militants, here in Rio
Grande do Sul where the party has a
different profile than in the rest of the
country?

A Not only here. Petitions are
circulating. There have been
declarations by municipal and state
leaderships. Here in this state, we
approved a document with a position
opposed to any alliance with the PL
and the PMDB. Throughout the
country there’s a large number of
members who wish to see the PT
going in another direction.

Q If the decision to make an alliance
with the PL is adopted, do you think it
will damage the PT?

A It could have very serious
consequences. We saw this during the
campaign in Sao Paulo, at the time of
the second election of Luiza Erundina.
Many militants of the PT didn’t feel
very enthusiastic about the way the
campaign was run. In our case, when
the militants don’t go into the streets,
it’s difficult to carry a campaign.

Introduction and interview translated
by Jess MacKenzie and Ernest Tate
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12 September 2002, by Jean-Philippe Dives

The violent police repression of a
‘corte de ruta’ (road block) on June 26
outside Buenos Aires, with the firing
of live ammunition and the killing in
cold blood of two young unemployed
piqueteros, led to massive popular
indignation and a sharp deepening of
the political crisis. Interim president
Duhalde threw in the sponge and
announced presidential and legislative
elections for March 30, 2003.

Faced with a comatose Radical Party
and a divided and weakened Peronist
party, the polls now show progress for
the two main opposition figures: Elisa
Carrio, the leader of the ’centre left’
who advocates a humanized capitalism
shorn of its neo-liberal excesses, with
the support of sectors of the Church
and one of the three main union
federations, the CTA; and Luis
Zamora, the only national deputy the
demonstrators really consider as one
of theirs, and who defends an anti-
capitalist and anti-imperialist
orientation.

Numerically weak, the movement
launched last year by Zamora is
however only a very minority
component of what is called in
Argentina 'the left’. This left is mainly
Trotskyist, the remainder consisting of
a small Castroist CP which says it
favours socialist revolution, a Maoist
organization (the PCR) which is fairly
strong in the piquetero movement and

the Humanist Party, which has a
ecologist, feminist and anti-neo-liberal
profile.

The Trotskyist far left is the main
organized political force and works
inside the popular assemblies, the
piquetero movement, class struggle
trade union formations and unions
outside the control of the
bureaucracies.

It is however very divided, with four
organizations with a nationwide
presence: the Partido Obrero (PO),
Movimiento socialista de trabajadores
(MST), Partido de trabajadores por el
socialismo (PTS), Movimiento al
socialismo (MAS)) and a large number
of smaller groups. This division is
accompanied by exacerbated rivalries,
self-proclamatory conceptions and
manipulatory attitudes to the mass
movement (practices which are also
employed by other left formations, it
should be said). Thus Trotskyists in
general are perceived in a
contradictory way: positively and with
respect for their role in the struggles
and self-organization, negatively and
with mistrust for their tendency to
substitute themselves for the
autonomous movement using
‘apparatus methods’, a term
commonly used and debated in the
popular assemblies. Add to this the
tendency of a certain kind of
Trotskyism to overestimate its own
reality as ’'vanguard party’, the

relationship of forces and the
immediate revolutionary potentialities.
This was notably reflected at the last
meeting of the National Piquetero
Bloc (June 22- 23, 2002), the left wing
of the unemployed movement, with
the adoption of a resolution claiming
that 'the question of power is on the
agenda’ (against a minority position
that the immediate task was to win the
majority of workers to a perspective of
power), rejecting unity of action with
the reformists and defending in
general an ultra-left orientation.

These traits render improbable the
appearance of a political alternative
by the simple growth or even addition
of the existing organizations. While his
mass recognition allows him to play a
key role, Luis Zamora has until now
declined any responsibility for taking
the initiative for the formation of a
new political force. There is
nonetheless an urgent necessity for a
broad anti-capitalist and anti-
imperialist political movement, unitary
and democratic, capable of offering a
positive response to the cry of
rejection 'Que se vayan todos’! ['out
with all of them’]. It is to be hoped
that revolutionary Marxist militants
and currents can help them advance in
this road, placing their experience at
the service of the autonomous
organization of workers and
unemployed, and above all its political
centralization.

Birth of a new internationalism

12 September 2002, by Pierre Rousset

The Democratic Socialist Party (DSP)
of Australia initiated these regional
meetings; the first was held in Sydney
in 1998. They reflect a long
experience of Asian solidarity work in
Australia (particularly in relation to
East Timor, Indonesia and the

Philippines). Their originality lies in
the participation of revolutionary or
progressive political parties with
diverse histories and ideological
references.

The revolutionary movement in Asia

and the Pacific remains (and will
remain) very pluralist. A desire for
political dialogue and practical
cooperation has been affirmed, a
break with the sectarian traditions
which were particularly marked in the
1970s and 1980s. The rise and
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convergence of social resistance to
capitalist globalisation now offers the
parties concerned the chance to go
beyond simple dialogue: they share
new common international
responsibilities, which should allow
them to act together.

To some extent, the diversity of the
Asian parties is hardly surprising: Asia
is the most diversified continent in the
world in terms of languages and
cultures, colonial and contemporary
history, economic development and
social structure. However, there is
more to it than that. The big
international currents of the workers’
and revolutionary movement have
been actively present in this immense
region, but none has durably ensured
its pre-eminence (despite the
temporary success of Maoism).
Meanwhile, the new activist
generations are increasingly less likely
to identify with the references of the
previous period.

The conference illustrated this state of
affairs. Inter-party relations are not
yet stabilized in some countries
(Malaysia, Burma...) or zones (the
south Pacific). However, a dozen
parties jointly ensured the continuity
of the regional process. Some are of
Maoist origin, like the Communist
Party Marxist-Leninist - Liberation of
India or the organizations that have
emerged from the crisis of the CP in
the Philippines. Others refer to
Trotskyism, like the Labour Party
Pakistan (LPP) or the NSSP, the Sri
Lankan section of the Fourth
International; the Australian DSP itself
was until 15 years ago the Australian
section of the Fourth International.
Others have a national history so

specific that it would be vain to try
and pin an international ideological
label on them: this is particularly the
case of the People’s Democratic Party
of Indonesia (PRD), the Socialist Party
of East Timor, or Power of the
Working Class in South Korea.

A renewal of generations is also
palpable. The PRD in particular was
built through the renewal of the
struggles of youth during the years
prior to the fall of the Suharto
dictatorship. It is now three decades -
a generation! - since the Indonesian
Communist Party (PKI) was drowned
in a veritable bloodbath.

The diversity is not only international.
From the first APISC in 1998, the
Philippine delegation included several
organizations, even if the Socialist
Party of the Philippines (SPP) was the
formation closest to the Australian
DSP. At the second conference last
April, this was also the case with the
Pakistani representation. The
presence of movements involved in the
liberation struggles of the ‘occupied
periphery’ of the Indonesia was also
confirmed. This national or regional
pluralism should logically be affirmed
still more in the future, in a growing
number of countries.

The main difference between the first
and second conference relates to the
nature of the debates which took
place. If in 1998 they were about
showing a will for dialogue, a
sentiment of solidarity and a hope for
cooperation, in 2002 they concerned
acting in common across Asia. The
internationalisation of the process of
the social forum has allowed this
desire to be incarnated and the
progress is qualitative.

Power of the working class

The World Social Forum (WSF)
obviously involves much broader
forces than those represented in
Sydney. The conference declared its
support for this process and for the
Appeal of Social Movements adopted
in Porto Alegre in January 2002, for
the organization of the WSF of 2004 in
India and, in the framework of the
Asian Social Forum, for a meeting in
the Philippines in spring 2003.

From the beginning, Asian movements
have participated in the WSF (like the
Focus on the Global South network,
the Freedom from Debt Coalition of
the Philippines or Thailand’s Assembly
of the Poor). However, the reference
point of 'Porto Alegre’ remains
abstract or unknown for a large
majority of militants in this part of the
world. The perspective of holding a
WSF in India and the emergence of a
regional process changes this and
helps build a common identity, based
on solidarity, in this continent where
‘regional blocs’ are unconscious of
each other and the dangers of war are
very real.

The convergence of resistance to
capitalist globalisation offers a
framework for a new internationalism
of the social movements. The Sydney
conference showed that political
parties are also part of this process. Of
course, all this remains fragile, in
particular taking into account the
political situation in many Asian
countries (repressive crackdowns in
the name of the ’anti-terrorist
struggle’). Nonetheless, the
experience is already far enough
advanced to draw significant lessons,
whatever happens in the future.

12 September 2002, by Pierre Rousset

The problem is more general and does
not only concern the revolutionary
movement: the military régime had
built a vacuum around itself. In
emerging from dictatorship, there was

no live tradition of political pluralism,
even in the bourgeois or classically
reformist sense. New parties had to be
established, but in a very particular
conjuncture: the accession to

democracy, symbolized by the election
as president of the moderate former
dissident Kim Daejung, took place
under US control and as capitalist
globalisation began to impose its law.
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How then to build a traditional social
democracy at a time when this latter
is transforming itself, even in Europe,
into social liberalism? A part of the old
democratic opposition to the military
régime is moreover now tempted by
the constitution of a 'modern’
bourgeois liberal party, and resigned
to finding itself in the company of the
heirs of the dictatorship and in frontal
opposition to the workers’ movement.

A wing of the KCTU is now trying to
respond to the political challenge by
supporting the constitution of the
Democratic Labour Party (DLP), a
fairly broad organization but hardly
capable of imposing itself at the
electoral level despite its trade union

support.

Some far left forces are also
regrouping. Power of the Working
Class (PWC) groups together
dispersed militants nuclei from the era
of the military régime, with
programmatically Marxist reference
points which are diverse but non-
Stalinist and which bases itself on the
class struggle tradition forged from
the bloody crushing of the Kwangju
uprising in 1980. This tradition is
distinct from the National Front
current, dominant at the time of the
dictatorship and quite close to the
conceptions (alliance with Kim
Daejung in the context of a movement

of liberation...) of the North Korean
Communist Party.

Although it has grown, PWC remains a
numerically modest group, but with a
real trade union implantation and an
active role in the movement of
resistance to neo-liberal globalisation
(in particular the fight against South
Korea’s signing a regional free trade
agreement with the USA). It does not
at this stage contest elections. Its
strength comes first and foremost
from its roots: PWC represents one of
the most militant traditions inherited
from the founding experience of the
years of struggle against the
dictatorship and for the workers’
movement’s right to exist.

The Filipino revolutionary movement

12 September 2002, by Pierre Rousset

From 1975 to 1985, the Philippine
revolutionary movement was
dominated by the Maoist Communist
Party of the Philippines. The
imposition of martial law in 1972
ended the initial pluralism of the far
left: the PKP (a CP which had become
pro-Soviet) capitulated. As for the
anti-Stalinist Marxist currents
(including a small Trotskyist group
which disappeared without leaving
any trace), they proved incapable of
maintaining their activities. Despite
heavy losses, the CPP organized,
essentially alone, the mass resistance
to the Marcos dictatorship and a
dynamic guerrilla struggle. It thus
won a lasting hegemony.

This hegemony fissured in 1985-1986,
when the dictatorship collapsed at the
time of the presidential election,
under the convergent pressure of an
immense democratic mobilization and
a military rebellion. The CPP
leadership did not believe that the
régime could be overthrown according
to a strategic schema that was so far
from its dogma of the encirclement of
the cities by the countryside. In the
new conjuncture, some personalities
and minority currents of the radical

left (independent Marxists, Christian
socialists) enlarged the field of their
activities. The divergences inside the
Maoist party intensified until the
expulsion and splits of 1992. The
pluralism of the far left was revived.

The crisis of the Maoist movement
posed Philippine militants deep seated
problems, as the world situation was
transformed. They showed the need to
integrate the experience of other
countries and enter into dialogue with
various revolutionary organizations. A
very new approach for the groups that
had split from the CPP. Thus, the
regional structure of Manila-Rizal (the
capital) grew closer to the Democratic
Socialist Party (DSP) of Australia. That
of the central Mindanao (in the south
of the archipelago), which took the
name of the Revolutionary Workers’
Party (RPM-M), established links with
the Fourth International, inside of
which it enjoys permanent observer
status.

The political and organizational link
established between the Fourth
International and the RPM-M is an
opportunity. With a thousand
members at a stage when it has not
yet gained legality, the RPM-M is a

socially implanted organization,
capable of acting on all terrains (mass
mobilization, electoral campaign,
clandestinity). It is also a test for the
Fourth International: it must integrate
a party with different traditions,
bearer of the heritage of a militant
generation which cut its teeth in the
Philippines under the dictatorship, in
the framework of a difficult guerrilla
struggle. One does not become
Trotskyist in the European fashion in a
country where this reference has no
concrete historic reality. Thus the
RPM-M defined itself, like the other
CPP splits, as Marxist-Leninist (ML),
to mark its rupture with the old
orientation (the CPP identifying itself
with 'Marxism-Leninism-Mao Zedong
Thought’). Whereas in Europe, the
acronym 'ML’ was appropriated by the
Maoists!

Moreover, the process of establishing
a new revolutionary party on the
national scale is far from over. The
RPM-M has attempted a fusion with
other organizations originating from
the CPP, in the centre and north of the
country. This was a failure, in part
because of the complexity of the
political situation. The South lives in a
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latent state of war between the army
and the Muslim forces. Armed groups
proliferate (among them those of the
CPP, which sometimes assassinates its
former comrades). It is hard in these
conditions to sign a peace agreement
with the government which is not a
capitulation. One wing of the unified
organization accepted such an

agreement, which the RPM-M in
Mindanao rightly rejected. The fusion
was then aborted. A new attempt at
fusion is underway, between forces
originating from the split of the CPP in
the capital and close in particular to
the DSP of Australia - an attempt that
our comrades in Mindanao are
following sympathetically, without

wishing to involve themselves too
quickly. Thus, even in a country where
the Fourth International has
consolidated links with an
organization like the RPM-M, the
question of revolutionary
regroupment, in the context of a vast
and long process of political
recomposition, continues to be posed.

What future for the national liberation

movement?

12 September 2002, by Ayshah Handal , Julien
Salingue, Pierre-Yves Salingue

Accompanied by an immense feeling
of frustration and a deep bitterness
concerning the conditions that
governed the lifting of Israel’s siege of
Arafat in Ramallah, which have been
seen by the immense majority of the
Palestinian people as an unacceptable
compromise and an insult to the
combatants and victims of this new
uprising. [12]

This new defeat calls for a collective
reflection that can draw appropriate
lessons for future political action. For
this defeat is also that of a generation
which, while combative and
sometimes heroic, had no political
strategy and was incapable of offering
the Palestinian masses the
perspectives for mobilization which
were indispensable, given the political
bankruptcy of all components of the
Palestinian national movement.

The disarray and frustration of these
militants is now considerable.
However, we are convinced that they
are ready to engage in reflection and
pursue action. This text is intended as
a contribution to this process.

From the Oslo trap
to the

reoccupation of
the Territories

Imposed by US imperialism after the
Gulf War and the crushing of the Iraqi
people, the Washington peace
agreements were a concentrated
application to the 'Arab world’ of the
new world order.

The ’'peace process’ involved the
normalization of the relations of the
Arab world with the Zionist state
through its submission to the
imperialist order and required the
existence of a political representation
which was sufficiently legitimate in
the eyes of the Palestinian people to
make it accept the substitution of a
partial autonomy under Israeli control
for its historic national demands. Far
from being the 'peace of the brave’
proclaimed by Arafat, the Washington
agreement of September 1993 turned
out to be a fool’s bargain for the
Palestinians.

The famous ’'peace process’ has
unilaterally served the unchanged
Zionist projects of territorial conquest
and led to a constant degradation of
living conditions for the great majority
of Palestinians. The pursuit of
colonization with its inherent litany of
expropriations, destructions of houses
and fields, the construction of fortified

towns protected by military camps,
linked by roads which isolate the
villages and prevent peasants from
reaching their fields, the closures
which prevent workers from reaching
their workplaces and deprive them of
resources, the grabbing of Palestinian
land and water in particular, all
amounted to violence against the
Palestinians; a violence that the
Palestinian authority excused by
saying that 'everything will be settled
at the final negotiations’.

To this violence was added the
arrogance of a privileged layer who
did not suffer the torments of the
occupation (who, for example, could
freely move about the territories,
avoiding the multiple Israeli controls),
the development of a bureaucracy
linked to the PA apparatus, the
development of phenomena of
corruption and scandals sometimes
revealing open and structural
collaboration with the occupier, the
total absence of democracy in decision
taking, the irresponsibility of and
impunity guaranteed to those close to
the networks of power and so on. Far
from being the polar opposite of the
interminable negotiations, far from
being 'an abandonment of the peace
process’, the events of the past 18
months, including in its exacerbated
form the reoccupation of Palestinian
towns, is the outcome of it.
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The political bankruptcy of the
Palestinian leadership and the
absence of any serious alternative on
the part of the organized political
forces, notably ‘the Palestinian
left’ [13] have allowed the putting in
place of all the conditions facilitating
the passage to a brutal and massive
repression by the Israeli government
of national unity.

The situation opened after September
11 has allowed this government to
move onto a higher gear. The military
reoccupation of the areas under
‘Palestinian autonomy’ in late March-
early April, 2002 did not come out of
the blue. It was preceded by
bombardments, ‘targeted’
assassinations of militants, killings of
civilians, partial reoccupations of
neighbourhoods, towns and refugee
camps. It came after an intensification
of the policy of closures of Palestinian
towns and limitations on the right to
movement leading in practice to its
suppression.

Contrary to what many have said,
Sharon had a strategy, which he has
implemented with the necessary help
of the Labour Party. Considering that
the developments throughout 2001
invalidated the basic hypothesis of
Oslo, namely the capacity of the
Palestinian Authority to put an end to
national aspirations and contain
Palestinian frustration and anger in
limits compatible with the security of
the state of Israel, he drew the
conclusion that it was necessary to
profoundly redraw the map before
resuming negotiations.

The common basis of the different
possible scenarios was a major defeat
of the Palestinian people, the crushing
of its aspiration to national rights that
had forcefully re-emerged with the
new uprising beginning in September
2000. This meant repression and mass
terror, massive destruction with the
aim of eradicating the material base
necessary to the credibility of an
independent state, the creation of a
governmental vacuum through the
political neutralization of the
Palestinian Authority and, finally,
through the destruction of the armed
groups, many of which are outside the
direct control of the Palestinian
Authority.

In this offensive, Sharon capitalized on
the errors of Arafat, who was
incapable of ending his double game
of pursuit of negotiations and
militarisation of the intifada, notably
through the intermediary of Fatah.
Now, because they think that the
Palestinians will have to accept
whatever is signed by their ‘legitimate
representatives’, the US has taken on
the responsibility of imposing a
political solution that will be obviously
anything but the recognition of the
legitimate rights of the Palestinian
people. It involves putting an end to
the Oslo process, drawing the lessons
of its weakness and taking into
consideration the new relationship of
forces after the recent action of Israeli
‘military pacification’.

The objective is to neutralize the
Israeli-Palestinian front for at least
long enough for imperialism to pursue
the offensive it is preparing in the
Middle East and in particular against
Iraq. The political commitment to a
solution 'taking into account the right
of the Palestinians to a state’ is
indispensable to the participation, or
at least the neutrality of the Arab
allies in the coalition against
terrorism. The framework should
naturally allow Israel to pursue its
projects, starting with the integration
of the principal settlements into Israeli
territory.

This road of separation does not
exclude the option of expulsion of the
Palestinians, initially encouraging it
and then provoking it on a larger scale
if a favourable situation emerges. It is
about making the lives of Palestinians
‘unliveable’, to close any horizon, to
show that there is no possible future,
to block any possibility of professional
realization and social promotion, in
short to create a continuous flux of
candidates for permanent exile. [14]
Those who cannot or will not leave will
be cantoned in isolated and controlled
zones.

On the directly political level, we see
the establishment of a new
protectorate under US hegemony with
an 'international’ facade. Closed and
isolated zones, granted a limited
autonomy in the West Bank and
remaining under security control with
perhaps a status of partial autonomy
evolving more rapidly in Gaza (the

provisional state?).

How did we get to this after 18
months of resistance and thousands of
dead, wounded, imprisoned, not to
mention the destruction?

The national
movement during
the Oslo years

It can be said that with the Oslo
accords the Israelis and the US
succeeded in marginalizing the PLO to
the profit of the PA. [15] Thus the
PLO, which represented the
Palestinians living in the occupied
territories and in the diaspora,
became a reference without political
or decision-making role; these were
confiscated by Arafat and the small
group around him, some originating
from the PLO and some not, who
constituted the PA.

The PA’s political programme was
fixed by Oslo: to negotiate with Israel
(with the promise that this would lead
to an independent state with
Jerusalem as its capital), ensure the
security of the state of Israel against
any attack from Palestinians and
assume responsibility for the
management of everyday life for the
Palestinians in the autonomous zones.

In reality the concerns of the
Palestinians were different: the right
to self-determination, the frontiers of
the independent and sovereign state,
the settlements, Jerusalem, the right
of return of the refugees, the
liberation of the political prisoners.

The political groups of the Palestinian
left, opposed to the Oslo process,
rapidly decided that Oslo was ’a fact
that had to be dealt with’. They
belonged to the PLO and justified their
attitude by their will to not be cut off
from the process led by the PA. The
PFLP, DFLP and PPP [16] did not
hesitate to get involved in the political
game structured by the PA, without
going so far as to participate in its
political leadership.

Hamas took care to preserve its
independence from the Authority,
developing its political programme
around two dimensions: firstly, a



dimension of national liberation,
resisting the Israeli occupation
through armed struggle and secondly
a social dimension of education of the
people through the Islamic religion:
‘Islam is the solution’.

The weakness of the organizations of
the Palestinian left is evident from all
the polls (support is around 5 %) and
this bears out the observations one
can make on the ground: the
weakness of organized corteges, the
absence of public profile, absence of
distribution of a militant press. It is
sad to say and hard to believe but
these parties now exist mainly through
the distribution of communiqués and
by their websites!

How can we explain this degradation
of the situation for organizations that
had experienced a real development in
the course of the first intifada? The
expectations of the Palestinian people
were not changed by Oslo. In the
autonomous zones, the corruption and
incompetence of the PA were
notorious. However, these problems
hardly concerned the political
currents. Thus, a considerable gap
grew between the Palestinian people
and the political organizations of the
Palestinian left. The leaderships of the
political parties acted only in reaction
to the initiatives of the PA and Arafat.
This distancing of the links with
popular concerns can be measured
through the practice that these
organizations have shared with the PA
in the construction and bureaucratic
administration of mass movements.

Take the case of the trade unions, of
which the most important is the
Palestinian General Federation of
Trade Unions (PGFTU). After Oslo
unification was imposed with quotas of
representation of the four main
political currents: Fatah, the PFLP,
DFLP and the PPP. At all levels, the
general secretaries belong to Fatah,
while the others content themselves
with participation in the designated
leadership bodies. Fatah is dominant
while the other currents, and notably
the PPP, which had a tradition of trade
unionism, have seen their influence
considerably decrease since this
‘unification’ from above. The PGFTU
is, then, entirely under the hegemony
of Fatah. The democratic process
inside the union is non-existent and

activity is limited to settling individual
situations of conflict between
employers and wage earners.

The situation of the movement for
defence of women’s rights is also
instructive. The Palestinian Women's
General Federation was formed after
Oslo. It was the result of the cooption
of all the women’s committees
belonging to the different political
organizations. Other women’s
organizations have been converted
into NGOs, in conformity with
programmes decided by foreign
financers who have transformed the
organizations into providers of
services and women into passive
beneficiaries. This has widened the
gap between the mass of women and
the co-opted leadership of the
movement. The student movement,
which was a veritable nursery of
political cadres, notably in the 1980s,
has also been significantly weakened.

Such is the reality of the 'mass
organizations’ in Palestine, a
weakness due on the one hand to their
dependence on the political parties
and on the other to their dependence
on the PA and foreign donors who
have paid millions of dollars in
subsidies to create a passive network
of dependent beneficiaries and not a
movement of actors fighting for their
rights.

Because of the absence of
development of real mass
organizations, the political forces have
reduced their action to a social
activism, trying to respond to the
demands stemming from everyday
problems, deserting the terrain of the
political struggle and allowing a
corrupt Authority to corral the
national struggle in the impasse of
endless negotiations with Israel. Such
a situation has encouraged the people
to seek individual solutions to their
problems by approaching the best
placed parties; this is most often
Fatah, sometimes through the
intervention of Arafat himself, since he
concentrates in himself the essential
powers, notably that of the signing of
cheques!

For these same reasons the population
was encouraged to seek protection
and power inside their ’'tribes’ and
families to the detriment of all

independence, or to fall back into the
isolation of religion. Women were
particularly affected by this
phenomenon, which threatened the
conquests of the first intifada.

The uprising of
September 2000

The uprising of September 2000 was
not the sign of a conscious and
organized break with the policy of
submission and capitulation imposed
by the PA. This spontaneous uprising
of an exasperated population was
above all the result of a frustration
and political disarray rooted in its
concrete existence. This exasperation
was perceptible well before Sharon’s
provocation in September 2000.

The uprising was the sole means the
Palestinian people had to compensate
for the bankruptcy of the Palestinian
leadership, whose strategy has
progressively led to a situation of total
political and material dependence on
US imperialism, Israel and the most
reactionary Arab régimes. If it
revealed the maintenance of a popular
will to attain the historic objectives of
the independence struggle, this
uprising also revealed the impotence
of those who should have channelled
this energy and combativity into a
programme, a strategy and objectives
renewed in the light of the experience
of the Oslo years.

The two dominant political currents
were able to recuperate the popular
uprising, wasting again the energies
of a new generation. Raising forceful
but vain slogans like "the Intifada until
victory’ (Fatah) or ’killing the Jews will
weaken the state of Israel’ (Hamas)
and practicing the sole road of armed
struggle, increasingly reduced to
bombings, these two currents have
prevented the construction of a
democratic mass alternative to the
Authority. They have succeeded
thanks to the absence of any
alternative, the Palestinian masses
being compelled to choose between
armed struggle and capitulation!

This uprising has been left without
perspectives and instrumentalised.
The PA, (Arafat and cronies mainly),
the nationalist and the Islamic political



forces, the groups around this or that
local leader have encouraged the
development of armed minority
actions; and this in the greatest
disorder and without any collective
democratic debate. [17] The
bankruptcy of the left organizations is
explained firstly by a complete
inability to analyse the relation of
forces and its recent evolutions.

The organizations and currents of the
national and the Islamic movements
are as one on this subject. Any halfway
serious analysis of the reality of the
state of forces, the consequences of
confrontations, the real impact of the
Israeli occupation and repression on
the people is systematically avoided.
Even when they describe quite
faithfully - in order to very legitimately
denounce them - the various attacks
and destructions visited on the
Palestinian civil populations, the
appeals of these organizations
invariably end in the reaffirmation of
the ’invincible determination’ of the
Palestinian masses. The rhetoric of the
unbreakable resistance of the people
is transformed, sometimes into a
veritable blindness. [18]

The suicide bombing are also
systematically instrumentalised, with
the help of the satellite television
chains owned by Arab billionaires
which broadcast videos of martyrs,
devoid of any political message [19]
and transform acts of political despair
into heroic victory. For sure, the
rhetoric of the invincibility of the just
cause serves primarily to avoid
dealing with the responsibilities for
the defeats and tragedies of the
Palestinian people.

The appeals for 'resistance to the
Israeli offensive by all means’,
launched in the days before the
treacherous agreement allowing
Arafat’s ’liberation’ from Ramallah,
without any serious analysis of the
resources available, the appeals for
demonstrations when curfews had
been imposed on Palestinian
towns, [20] none of this can be
reduced to an isolated incompetence.
It is necessary to have never shared
the terror which grips the people of
the camps and villages when the
helicopters attack and when the tanks
pull up inside inhabited zones,
crushing all in their path, to realize

the imbecilic nature of the discourse
of the ’invincibility of the struggle of
the united people’. Alternatively, you
need to have an interest in denying
reality for fear of having account to
settle, like Arafat who after his fine
words on ‘Jeningrad’ did not dare to
go to the camp at Jenin!

Denying the gravity of the blows
suffered and their consequences for
the consciousness and capacity of
struggle of the Palestinian people one
avoids facing up to a key moment of
any strategy of struggle: drawing the
lessons of the phase just finished and
looking to the future. Today the
unavoidable question is: What balance
sheet should be made of the strategies
and leaders who have exposed an
unarmed people to the brutal and
massive aggression of the enemy
army? What balance sheet should be
made of the leaders who decide to
foist a confrontation on the civil
population, who they have lulled for
years with songs of peace, without the
least preparation and the least means
of defence?

Incapable of channelling the inevitable
desires for ‘revenge’ that stem from
the killings of political leaders and
militants, incapable of mastering the
dynamic that was unleashed, following
a perfectly established plan, by the
various Israeli attacks and incursions
against the refugee camps from
October 2001 to February 2002, the
PFLP and the DFLP and Fatah have
shown their total incapacity to develop
an alternative to the catastrophic line
of the PA. Each refuses to face the
central problem of forms of struggle in
the current situation of the relation of
forces and notably the question of the
pertinence of armed actions and
particularly attacks on civilians which
have allowed Israel to draw the
Palestinians into the trap of a total
confrontation.

A new phase

To say that the entire framework put
in place since the declaration of
principles and through the Oslo years
is now bankrupt is indispensable.
However, it is not enough, for the
question of what new strategy to
implement is obviously posed.

There is a strong temptation for some
to return to the past, draw a negative
balance sheet of the Oslo phase,
renounce the PA and try to revive the
PLO. The affair could be simple
because in fact the PLO no longer
exists. Marginalized by Oslo and the
PA, 'the sole legitimate representative
of the Palestinian people’ is no more
than an empty shell, carefully
conserved by those who think they
might still need it. Like Arafat, who
revives the corpse to make it seem like
he is reforming his mode of
government. Like the leadership of the
PPP, for whom the PLO provides a
cover for its open collaboration with
the PA (the PPP is in the government).
Thus, in an appeal issued in May 2002
the PPP’s Political Bureau proposed,
after a long inventory of the
weaknesses of ‘the leadership’, that
the PLO and particularly its executive
committee be reactivated. The PFLP
also regrets the paralysis of the PLO
and denounces any attempt at
marginalisation of this ‘conquest of all
Palestinians’.

The PFLP does not participate in the
PA. It has even refused to benefit from
any of the 'advantages’ linked to the
establishment of partial Palestinian
autonomy, declining, for example, to
solicit from Israel the right to return
to the occupied territories for its
exiled political cadres. Still, while not
participating in the PA, qualified as
the 'product of Oslo’ by Abu Ali
Mustapha in May 2000, the PFLP does
not wish either to be outside the
political game set up by Oslo. In these
conditions, the PLO is a useful alibi:
when the leaders of the PFLP meet
Arafat, they can say that they are
meeting the president of the Executive
Committee of the PLO!

In Palestine, many militants and
former militants are aware of the
responsibilities of the PLO in the
engagement of the national movement
on the catastrophic road of Oslo. Many
also experience the reality of its
current situation: marginalized in the
years of negotiation, the PLO has been
totally non-existent over the last 18
months and notably in the recent
months of the Israeli offensive. Yet it
is not easy to turn the page and
envisage the pursuit of the struggle
‘without the PLO’.



The difficulty is all the more real in
that the militants of the Palestinian
left wage their combat in a great
isolation, far from the debates and
actions which have progressively
allowed the actors in the struggle
against capitalist globalisation to
renew the link with the broken thread
of anti-imperialism and struggles of
social liberation. For many of them the
fall of the USSR remains the central
explanation of the rut into which their
struggle has fallen since the Gulf War.
References to the old Nasserite
populist nationalism and a Stalinized
and dogmatic ‘Marxism-Leninism’ are
insufficient for grasping the meaning
of the rising tide of the Islamic
nationalism of Hamas or
understanding the relations of
complementarity between the Zionist
state and the general expansion of
capitalism.

The pathetic spectacle of Arafat
demanding US redemption shows how
dramatic an error it was for the PLO
leadership to subject its fate to US
arbitrage. The total unconditional
support given by US governments to
Israel stems from the link uniting the
undisputed leader of world
imperialism to the colonial power
invested with a key political-military
role in the defence of the interests of
capitalist globalisation in this region.

The necessary appraisal of this
dimension will recognize the will of
the Arab and Palestinian bourgeoisies
to integrate themselves in the
framework of capitalist globalisation,
albeit in subaltern position.

The growing evidence of the impasse
represented by calls for ’justice and
respect for the law’ and the endless
appeals for the intervention of the
‘international community’ indicate the
return of the anti-capitalist social
dimension of the liberation struggle of
the Palestinian people. This dimension
will be reinforced by the aggravation
of the crisis of Israeli society, where
the rapid development of social
inequality can only indefinitely be
masked by the scapegoat of the
‘terrorist danger’.

The programmatic refoundation that
the national liberation movement
requires must necessarily approach
the central question of implementing a

strategy favouring the rupture of
Israeli workers with the chauvinist
ethnic-religious nationalism which
dominates their society today. Taking
account of the place occupied by the
Palestinians in the Israeli proletariat,
this demands that any new project of
national liberation integrates fully
their role as ’second front’ inside
Israel itself.

The same clear affirmation of the anti-
imperialist dimension of their struggle
could allow the Palestinians to
transform the spontaneous sentiment
of the Arab street and favour its
insertion in the struggle against
imperialism and war. Today the
symbol of the frustration of the Arab
masses, support for the struggle of the
Palestinians can be transformed into a
vector of anti-imperialist awakening
and a motor of action against the
submission of the Arab régimes to
capitalist globalisation and against
their policy of insertion in the world
capitalist order. Embodying the
confrontation between imperialism
and the Arab peoples of the region,
the struggle of the Palestinian people
could thus favour the coming together
of the mobilizations developing in the
Arab countries with the movement
against capitalist globalisation.

By challenging the social order and
the autocratic regimes, a Palestinian
left could combat Islamicism and
contest its pretensions to incarnate
anti-imperialism and the struggle for
independence. An open collective
democratic debate, without
preconditions, is now a necessity. The
tragic outcome of the Oslo 'peace
process’ has revealed the strategic
impasse of the Palestinian national
movement. If they want to bar the
road to the growth of the Islamic
forces and avoid a new disaster the
militants of the left must analyse the
reasons for popular disaffection,
understand the crisis of legitimacy of
the PLO and engage in a strategic and
organizational refoundation. Only
democratic discussion will allow the
framework of this necessary
recomposition to develop, the
important thing today is to begin,
without prejudices and taboos.

And now?

While Arafat thought that the
development of violent actions would
exert pressure on the US and Israel,
the transformation of the uprising into
minority armed actions led it onto a
terrain where the relationship of
forces was totally in the favour of the
Israelis. Far from seeing its margin of
manoeuvre enlarged, the Palestinian
leadership is increasingly captive to
the Israeli and US demands. This is
borne out by the current parodies of
political reform and the organization
of elections under constraint.

Beyond their grotesque character - the
PA refusing to apply the decision of
the court of justice to free [PFLP
leader] Saadat two days after Arafat’s
speech on the necessary separation of
powers, for example - we must
understand the political meaning of
these new submissions of Arafat to the
Israeli and US demands. The fact that
the new government is essentially a
carbon copy of the preceding one [21]
should not hide the growing
submission to these demands in the
field of security (repression of
resistance to the occupation) and
finance (control of the use of the funds
granted to the PA).

What can elections mean in the
absence of democratically debated
national political programmes and
thus the absence of possible choices
for the people? The PA’s acceptance in
advance that Palestinians living
outside the occupied territories are
excluded from this vote is a
prefiguration of the capitulations to
come, notably concerning the right of
return of the refugees. How,
moreover, can a people vote when it is
under occupation, confronted with
permanent military repression, subject
to constraints which stop it fulfilling
the basic acts of everyday life?

What counts today is to respond
simultaneously to the challenge that
the US and Israel have thrown down
and the frustration and bitterness
provoked by defeat. Participation in
the elections under conditions set by
the occupier and its international
supporters will not allow the
necessary renewal of political action
inside the Palestinian community.



The lesson should be drawn of the
integration of the Palestinian political
forces in the 'peace process’ and the
subsequent political dilution and loss
of efficacy which the parties
integrated in the ’'Oslo current’
suffered.

The only elections envisageable would

be elections capable of providing the
bases of a new legitimacy, free
elections which could allow the
Palestinian people as a whole to
discuss and define the fundamental
bases of the emergency programme
needed to resolve the key problems of
everyday life and face the continuing
colonial aggression according to

The isle of discord

12 September 2002, by Frédéric Adaoui

After two weeks of standoff, the Bush
administration, concerned at this
conflict between its most faithful allies
in the western Mediterranean,
brought the game to an end with the
withdrawal of the Spanish soldiers
who had expelled the Moroccans from
the island.

The little island has become the
symbol of the remaining Spanish
enclaves in North Africa, last relics of
the empire (Morocco also claims
sovereignty over other enclaves such
as Ceuta, Melila and so on). Its
symbolic reoccupation by ten
Moroccan police officers allowed the
Aznar government to use methods that
had been thought reserved for the
Basque country. Morocco is already
stigmatised and considered as the
main source of illegal immigration and
the drugs trade in the region, but
remains a key pivot of US imperialism
in the area, particularly after
September 11. The occupation of the
island might then seem mysterious,
but several factors lie behind it. While
tension with Spain is always a factor,
there are also internal questions at

play.

Firstly, the landing on the island
coincided with the marriage, amid
great pomp, of the 'sovereign’. Three
days of feudal feasting with a
progressive veneer - the first public
marriage of a monarch from this
dynasty - supposedly to symbolize the
alliance of a 'popular monarchy with
its monarchist people’. The occupation
was intended to rally public opinion
behind the palace.

The situation in the Western
Sahara [22] was undoubtedly also a
factor, with Morocco wishing to stress
its inviolable character. Spain remains
attached to the UN plan for the future
of the region (involving a referendum
on self-determination), but there is no
majority support for this inside the EU
and the UN plan has in any case been
effectively buried by the US mission
led by James Baker, envisaging
autonomy for the area within the
framework of the monarchy and
postponing any referendum to the
medium term.

However, the perspective of an end to

Coalition falls apart

democratically decided modalities and
forms of struggle. Beyond this, the
election of a new constituent assembly
would allow the discussion
indispensable to the elaboration of a
new political programme expressing
the objectives and the means of social
and national liberation proposed to all
Palestinians wherever they are today.

the conflict carries certain dangers for
the security apparatus, inasmuch as
the conflict in the Sahara has served
to justify the maintenance of a military
force of 200,000 men. The army enjoys
a position of strength within Moroccan
society; it alone can contain popular
uprisings or riots and the lack of
legitimacy of the political
establishment allows them to interfere
increasingly in everyday life.

The government, then, is seeking an
external outlet for its internal
bankruptcy, combined with a forced
legitimisation of the role of the
military. Not a week goes by without
the discovery (or rediscovery) of
enemies: Polisario Front, Algeria,
Spain... not to mention South Africa
and the African Union whose very
essence seems to threaten 'national
integrity’! (according to the
newspaper Maroc Hebdo). Throw in a
more immediate problem: on the eve
of elections, did the ruling USFP hope
that, through warlike rhetoric, it could
counter the growing influence of the
Islamicists who multiply their shows of
strength at each demonstration of
support for Palestine?

12 September 2002, by Masis Kurkcugil
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Q What is the background to the
current situation?

A The current government, a coalition
of the nationalist and populist left in
the DSP, the fascists of the MHP and
the liberals of the ANAP, has run out
of steam, undermined by economic
crisis and divergences over the
process of joining the European Union
(EU).

With the economic crisis of February
2001, per capita income fell. The
government survived only in the
absence of a credible alternative and
had to 'import’ a saviour from outside,
Kemal Dervis, deputy director of the
World Bank. His programme for
recovery, supported by the IMF and
the bourgeoisie, has stopped the
haemorrhage but increased
unemployment, inequality and the
foreign debt.

The government parties then fell back
on politicians’ rhetoric to seek a
margin of manoeuvre and defend their
identity. Anap took up the cause of
democratic reforms for EU
membership; in reaction, the MHP

Hunger strike

dropped its 'moderate’ profile
(adopted to please the bourgeoisie and
the army) and returned to its classic
ultra nationalist discourse. Suddenly,
the DSP was in the very
uncomfortable position of holding the
balance. This continued to the spring,
but collapsed when it became clear
that the state of health of Prime
Minister Ecevit (78 years old and
suffering from Parkinson’s disease)
rendered him incapable of continuing
in the role of arbiter.

The subsequent political paralysis led
the bourgeoisie, concerned to
convince the EU to open negotiations
for entry from next year to try to
obtain, with the support of the media
and the army, a change of Prime
Minister and the departure of the
MHP from the coalition; the latter is
opposed to joining the EU.

Q Why was this not possible?

A Even sick and totally isolated,
Biilent Ecevit refused to give up power
and has total control of his party. The
troika, made up of Cem (ex-foreign

12 September 2002, by Olfa Tlili

The strike is a protest against
restrictions on her right to visit her
husband, the Tunisian oppositionist
Hamma Hammami, who was
sentenced to 3 years and 2 months in
prison in March 2002 after 4 years
spent underground.

The hunger strike has been supported
by all the independent associations in
Tunis and several of the opposition
parties. A campaign of solidarity has
also been launched in France. An
estimated 1,000 political prisoners are

languishing in Tunisia’s jails; some of
them, like Ali LaraA~dh, the leader of
the Islamicist Party, have been in
solitary confinement for twelve years.

The 'war against terror’ has increased
the dictatorship’s margin of
manoeuvre; since September 11,
military tribunals have been set up to
try young Tunisians who have been
handed over, often in violation of
international conventions on human
rights, by the authorities in Italy and
other 'brother’ countries. Nonetheless,

minister), A-zkan (former right hand
man of Ecevit) and Dervis (economic
bigwig) tried to convince Ecevit to
give up, but in vain. Threatened with
being eliminated by Ecevit, they
preferred to form a new social
democratic party, The New Turkey
Party, bringing with them half the
parliamentary group. The government
has thus lost its majority and what
little political legitimacy it had.

Seeing that it was a manoeuvre to
eliminate them from the government,
the MHP called for elections. This was
supported by the opposition,
Parliament has been recalled for an
extraordinary meeting and the
electoral process now seems
irreversible.

Q And now?

A With the parties divided and split on
left and right and the current electoral
law, more than half the electorate
could be deprived of parliamentary
representation and a single party
could grab effective control with
hardly 20% of the votes... so it’s likely
to be a mess!

while the government whips up
hysteria over Islamicist terror, when
the first real manifestation of it came
(the attack in April on the synagogue
in Djerba), they hesitated for more
than 10 days before admitting that it
had been a terrorist incident. It is a
sign of the weakness of the Ben Ali
regime and its inability to deal with
crisis situations. All the more reason
to demonstrate our solidarity with
Radhia Nasraoui and demand the right
to life, citizenship and liberty in
Tunisia.
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Rebellion in the rust belt

12 September 2002, by Roland Lew

The congress should also review the
economic evolution of a country which
is increasingly open to the
international market economy (or
rather ratify agreements made by the
leadership) as well as the progress of
privatisation. All this in a context of
persistent social crisis which, having
affected broad sectors of the
peasantry, is now hitting workers,
particularly those in the state-owned
sector of the economy, almost
everywhere but most particularly in
the old bastions of heavy industry in
the north of the country and in the
oilfields of Daqing. In Liaoyang,
capital of Liaoning, and in Daqing,
there has been significant workers’
agitation following massive
layoffs. [23]

Social crisis and
WTO entry

In December 2001, the PRC officially
joined the WTO. For the régime, it was
the victorious outcome of a long
battle. For the so-called international
community and above all for world
capitalism, it was good news, with the
prospect of a China more solidly tied
to the market and the constraining
laws of capitalism, under the
leadership of the WTO policeman. For
the so-called reformist current of the
CCP it promised economic benefits
and the culmination of the new course
which had begun modestly at the end
of the 1970s and since then has
completely transformed the economy
and the social nature of the
‘Communist regime’ established by
Mao in 1949.

And the people? Many promises have
been made to them. They should, they
have repeatedly been told, benefit
from the effects of the new economic
policies, including in terms of jobs.
Consumers, for their part, were to
enjoy better and cheaper access
(because of lower customs duties) to

the consumer products of the
industrialized countries, considered to
be of better quality and thus more
prestigious for those who can get hold
of them.

While these happy days are awaited,
the social crisis continues and
deepens. Social agitation has reached
explosive levels in some northern
regions of the country. The
prerequisite of China’s integration in
the world economy is a gigantic
restructuring of the economy and,
since the mid-1990s, the state sector
in particular. This latter had until then
constituted a pillar of the régime of
‘actually existing socialism’ - a
socialism which was largely non-
existent but reasonably favourable to
the workers’ living conditions - and
accounted for the brunt of the
industrial sector. The restructuring
led to a new extension of the private
or semi-private sector, and to massive
layoffs, open or disguised, of state
sector workers.

Heavy industry in China has been
significantly concentrated in the
northeast, in the three provinces of
the former Manchuria, occupied by
Japan from the early 1930s. The
Japanese authorities transformed
these regions into zones of heavy
industry to meet their war needs. In
1949, the Chinese Communists
inherited this potential; in fact, it was
the only heavy industry they had at
their disposal. The new Maoist regime
set up heavy industrial factories in
other regions (or in Shanghai, before
1949 rather dominated by light
industry). The northeast would
remain, however, the main centre of
Chinese heavy industry, in particular
the province of Liaoning and its
capital Liaoyang. Liaoning was for
some decades the only province of the
country that was not in its majority
agricultural.

It was in this part of the country that
the Chinese would discover their first

significant oilfield at Daging, in the
province of Heilongjiang, which for a
long time provided a welcome self-
sufficiency in the strategic area of oil.
The oilfield of Daging, established in a
very voluntarist manner by the regime
in the early 1960s, became one of the
big Maoist projects; it was supposed
to illustrate the precepts of the Great
Helmsman, the Chinese road to
socialism, starting from nothing. A
little like the steel town Magnitogorsk
in the USSR, constructed in the
middle of nowhere in the early 1930s
and the incarnation of the ’socialist’
city of heavy industry in the Stalinist
mould. Daqing was to demonstrate a
capacity for self-sufficiency, to bear
out the Maoist precept of 'relying on
one’s one strength’. It was also
intended to ensure self-sufficiency in
oil for a country largely turned in on
itself and living by its own means,
including in terms of food resources.
Up to 200,000 people worked at
Daqing. It was one of the big symbols
of Maoism, the pride of the country,
which had in a few years freed
‘socialist China’ from the fear of
having to depend for its energy needs
on an external world which was
hostile to it.

Whether Daqing was as self-sufficient
as the régime claimed remains to be
seen. Other experiences in China,
which were equally famous for having
admirably put into practice this Maoist
self-sufficiency, have been revealed as
very illusory. Whatever the truth, the
oil sector and Daqing in particular
constituted the apple of the régime’s
eye and a sector which was well
protected.

Even in the years after Mao’s death
(1976) the oil lobby was strongly
represented in the summit of the party
and government; it was a power to be
reckoned with. However, the logic of
the market and of capitalism (private
and state) have changed the situation
and overturned the relationship of
forces.
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Workers’
explosions in
Liaoyang and
Daqing

The most serious workers’ explosions
of recent years have taken place in
Liaoyang and Daquing where the
effects of the restructuring of the state
sector have been most keenly felt.

The northeast has become the Chinese
‘rust-belt’, covered with obsolete
factories which are unprofitable
according to the current economic
logic, and in the face of international
and indeed national competition.
Liaoyang, with a population of 1.8
million inhabitants, is the capital of
the province of Liaoning, which two or
three decades ago had the highest
standard of living per inhabitant of
any Chinese province (not counting
the three big cities, Shanghai, Beijing
and Tianjin, which have the status of
provinces), and the highest rate of
urbanization. This city is now ravaged
by unemployment, which affects
between 60% and 80% of workers in
the state sector. A disaster which is all
the more serious in that nothing, or
very little, has been done to prepare
for this collapse, establish alternative
industry or respond to the problem of
social protection of workers
peremptorily thrown out of work.

Hence the explosion of a revolt which
for many represents a revolt of
despair. Nonetheless one can also
hope that it represent the real
beginning of a significant independent
workers’ movement.

The reasons for an
explosion

Tens of thousands of acts of workers’
opposition of every kind have taken
place nationwide - some official
sources speak of more than a quarter
of a million ’'incidents’ at work for
2001, growing constantly from one
year to another. The surprise is that
the revolt is not clearer and sharper.
The worst frustration stems from the
rapid devaluation of workers’ symbolic

and real status. China has never been
a 'workers’ state’ in the sense of being
a state of the workers but undoubtedly
the condition of workers in state-
owned enterprises in the cities was
not bad in comparison with the past
and also with the living conditions of
the peasants. It was a protected
status, envied by the rural majority,
and increasingly so to the extent that
the country made economic progress,
even if the wages paid were modest
and dependence on the enterprise
authorities, themselves subject to the
’Communist regime’, was total. All this
was situated in an economic logic that
was generally much less decentralized
than the Maoist discourse implied.

Today the worker in the state sector is
subject to mass layoffs, sometimes
without warning; officially, 25 million
have been laid off since 1998. The
worker, the supposed master of the
country in the Maoist epoch, is viewed
with contempt by the old elites, now
reconverted, and this is still more true
of the burgeoning new social elites,
openly and even aggressively
capitalist. Workers do not always
receive the payments due to them
when they are laid off and prior to
this, the payment of their wages is
often late. Unemployed, they might
not necessarily receive the often
modest unemployment benefit, or
might have to wait many long months
to get it.

Worse still, social security (pensions,
unemployment pay, health care,
housing) depends to a great extent on
the enterprises, as has been the case
since the beginning of the PRC. The
central regime’s stated desire to
establish a national or at least
regional social security system has not
yet yielded significant results.
However, the enterprise does not have
the means to ensure this social
security, or often does not want to. In
any case, some enterprises have
ceased their activity or have merged
with others and no longer recognize
their old obligations.

All this is accompanied by rampant
illegality. The theft of goods, the
monopolizing of public assets by local
managers, associated with private
entrepreneurs, all this is seen by
everyone. Corruption is generalized,
as any Chinese person knows. Social

inequality grows apace. The new
privileged, often former cadres and
heads of enterprises, flaunt their
wealth with a rare insolence. In
Liaoyang, where poverty is evident
everywhere, one finds (as everywhere
in urban China) luxury cars, gleaming
shops, bars for the rich. There is a
kind of triumphalist desire on the part
of the nouveau riche to flaunt their
prosperity and bad taste, to humiliate
the poor. This is the new China, that of
the CCP, which now officially exalts
the entrepreneurs as the new motor
force of ’socialist’ China! Not
astonishing, then, that cynicism is
prevalent. Corruption and
gangsterism are found at all the levels
of the city hierarchy. The head of the
party in the city of Liaoyang is openly
hated by the people.

Undeniably, if one reflects soberly on
the manner in which tens of millions of
workers are treated, one can
understand the breadth of social
tension and be astonished that it does
not lead to a general revolt. For the
moment, the people are unhappy or
worse in both town and country, but
retain from the distant past, and also
the years of social atomisation induced
by Maoism, a great capacity to
endure, adapt, find ways to survive
with stoicism and often a lot of
decency. However there is also,
sometimes, banditry, delinquency or
despair.

In China today agitation is
widespread. However, as often in the
past, it is first and foremost to remind
the masters of the day of their former
obligations rather than to challenge
their legitimacy. This is a big difficulty
in the constitution of organized forces
of opposition, and in particular a
workers’ movement capable of a real
independence of action and demands.
It is true that experience is lacking in
China. A little - less than what was
believed for a long time - in the
mid-1920s through the influence of
the early CCP. A little again, outside of
the Communist and nationalist parties,
in Shanghai, around 1946-1947. Very
little in the Maoist and post-Maoist
period, and often against the regime,
which harshly represses any sign of
workers’ independence.



From Daqing to
Liaoyang: the
forms of workers’
protest

In Liaoyang and Daqing, the will to
struggle was shown in the spring of
this year, but on the basis perhaps of
exasperation, indeed despair. In
Daging, agitation began on March 1,
2002. Tens of thousands of workers
went onto the streets, to defend their
threatened jobs or obtain layoff
payments that had not arrived, but
also in defence of their social security
which had also been threatened. The
regime did all it could to isolate the
movement and ensure that it was not
reported in the national media. There
were as many as 50,000 people on the
streets and some people were
wounded in clashes with the
paramilitary police. The local
authorities even claimed that the
movement was infiltrated by the
banned and persecuted 'Fanlun Gong’
religious group, a way of frightening
the workers, discrediting their action
and justifying a severe repression. The
action of the demonstrators was led
independently from the official
structures: the workers chose their
own delegates.

The movement in Daqging influenced
the action in Liaoyang, a town situated
nearly 600 kms from Beijing. Revived,
rather than influenced, one might say,
because this city, which is fast
becoming an industrial desert, had
already experienced some agitation in
spring 2000.

On March 11 of this year 5,000
workers, most of whom had been laid
off from state enterprises, made their
way to the municipal headquarters (as
is often the case in periods of
agitation). They demanded the
payment of unemployment benefit due

to them, sometimes for as much as
two years, while denouncing
corruption and the embezzlement of
the money owed to them. They, too,
elected delegates. The movement
spread and on March 18, 2002 30,000
workers from 20 factories in the city
demonstrated to demand the
liberation of their leader, Yao Fuxin.
Yao, a 53-year-old worker from the
state iron alloy factory who had been
arrested the evening before by plain-
clothes police. On March 19, 2002
there were again 10,000 to 20,000
people demonstrating with banners,
slogans and portraits of Mao.

On the banners were slogans like: 'To
steal the money of the retired is a
crime’. Slogans of this type, like the
portraits of Mao and the petitioning of
the municipal authority, are
characteristic of workers’ demands
today: they are a reminder of
obligations, promises or conquests
from Mao’s time, and those contained
in the implicit contract between the
régime and the workers, namely social
protection and the guarantee of work
for life in exchange for the workers’
allegiance to the régime.

On March 20, 2002 a significant
deployment of police, assisted by
soldiers, proceeded to arrest the three
other leaders of the movement. This
arrest followed a demonstration of
10,000 people who shouted, among
other things, 'the people are hungry
and want work’; the city authorities
rejected dialogue with the
demonstrators and forcibly evacuated
a group of about a thousand
demonstrators who occupied the
administrative buildings. In the
following days, hundreds of workers
demanded the liberation of their
detained leaders. On March 28, 2002
500-600 workers went again to the
town hall and asked the authorities to
free their representatives. In total, five
workers’ representatives were still
imprisoned at the end of May. An

international campaign was launched
for their liberation. [24] The tenacity
of the demonstrators and their will, as
shown in Daqing, to freely elect their
representatives and protect them from
repression, reveal a new maturity of
workers’ action, an orientation
towards an autonomous workers
‘structure’ (it is too soon to speak of a
union).

However many aspects of the workers’
action reveal the old traits, respect,
allegiance, or in any case fear of the
authorities, the representatives of the
régime. The workers, from this point
of view, do not behave differently - or
let’s say not completely differently -
from the traditional Chinese, or the
peasant of today. If the regime is not
popular and even held in contempt,
particularly for its corruption and
scorn for the people, it is still the
incarnation of the ruler who must be
handled carefully. Even if one thinks
of them as thieves and exploiters, it is
in a very long peasant tradition to
recall reciprocal duties rather than to
prepare a struggle to reject an
illegitimate regime. It is also possible
that the acts of allegiance mask a real
mockery, a turning of the slogans and
rules of the régime against itself, a
way of setting it in contradiction with
its proclaimed principles. However,
this prudence reveals a weakness in
relation to the regime; the painful
absence of an independent
organization and a conception
independent from the empty discourse
of the régime, the 'Chinese socialism’
which nobody believes in any more.
The class confrontation is implicit, de
facto, rather than conscious and
desired. Nonetheless, real progress
towards a greater workers’ autonomy
has been made. How much? At what
speed? With what impact on the
regions and sectors characteristic of
current economic development, where
the new Chinese working class is
being forged? These are the key
questions of the current period.

Marx and Engels: Democratic revolutionaries
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An African-American scholar who has
previously published Islam and Politics
in East Africa, Nimtz is a professor of
political science at the University of
Minnesota. An association with the
Socialist Workers Party (SWP) of the
United States is suggested in the
footnotes of this volume. But the value
of his work transcends organisational
boundaries, and some of the insights
in his book are rooted in a familiarity
with on-the-ground politics consistent
with the experience of Marx and
Engels.

A blend of
revolutionary
theory and action

Nimtz honours Hal Draper’s
"insufficiently heralded work on Marx
and Engels". Draper’s four fat volumes
Karl Marx’s Theory of Revolution
(published by Monthly Review Press)
plus his three-volume Marx-Engels
glossary, register, and chronicle, as
well as Richard N. Hunt’s two-volume
Political Ideas of Marx and Engels
broke much of the ground that Nimtz
covers. But here, in a single volume of
300 clearly written and well-
documented pages, we get a survey of
much previous scholarship but, more
important, a survey of the writings
(including the correspondence) and
the political activities of the two
revolutionaries.

An initial chapter on the context and
beginnings of Marx and Engels’s
revolutionary partnership is followed
by three chapters on their involvement
with the Communist League and the
revolutionary upsurge of 1848-49.
Next comes a fine chapter comparing
the thought and political activity of
Marx with that of liberalism’s
intellectual hero, Alexis de
Tocqueville. Another chapter shows
that the long ’lull’” in the class
struggle, stretching from 1850 to
1861, was one in which Marx and
Engels remained engaged in practical
and organizational work - which
formed an important prelude to their

involvement in the International
Working Men’s Association (the First
International of 1864-1876), to which
Nimtz devotes three more chapters.
The final chapter focuses on Engels’s
political work in the years between
Marx’s death and his own.

One could use this as a guidebook for
the 50-volume Marx-Engels Collected
Works, and also as a political
biography worth setting beside David
Riazanov’s classic Karl Marx and
Friedrich Engels. More than this, it
offers a challenge for those drawn to
the spirit of Marx’s famous eleventh
thesis on Feuerbach - that the point
for revolutionaries is not simply to
understand the world but to change it.
Nimtz is not content merely to
reproduce the ideas of his two
subjects. He interacts with them and
offers interesting ideas and
interpretations.

There is a refreshing rejection of
Lenin-bashing as he emphasizes an
elemental and multi-faceted continuity
between Marx, Engels, and the
Russian revolutionary. He also is
severe in his rejection of the kind of
‘class-baiting’ that some working-class
activists indulged when disagreeing
with some of Marx’s ideas. (We are all
inconsistent, of course, and Nimtz
himself does some class-baiting of
those ’'petty-bourgeois’ academics -
such as the late pro-Marx but anti-
Lenin Richard Hunt - who disagree
with Nimtz’s own interpretations.)
One of the best features of the book is
the many times he draws our attention
to Marx-Engels quotations and ideas
with which most readers are
unfamiliar. For example, he points out
that the young Engels was inspired by
the Seminole Indians’ resistance to
"White European encroachment’ in
1830s Florida, commenting that both
Engels and Marx were confident in
"the ability of the oppressed to
overcome their oppression". He
touches on points of relevance to
national liberation, anti-racist, and
women’s liberation struggles. He also
very usefully traces the importance of
the peasantry and the centrality of the

worker-peasant alliance in the thought
of Marx and Engels.

More than this, the relationship
between capitalism and democracy,
according to Nimtz, is illuminated by
the fact that "the ’self-organization of
the working class’ in the second half
of the nineteenth century was
responsible for the democratic
breakthrough, that is, the institution
of 'universal suffrage,” and the
acquisition of civil liberties." In this he
cites the important 1992 study
Capitalist Development and
Democracy by Dietrich Rueschmeyer,
Evelyne Stephens and John Stephens
(though equally relevant is Geoff
Eley’s just-published Forging
Democracy: The History of the Left in
Europe, 1850-2000).

Essential in the thrust of working-
class democracy, Nimtz documents,
were the intellectual and practical-
political labours of Marx and Engels in
the Communist League, in the 1848
upsurge, during the quiescent
interlude that followed, and then in
the years of the First International and
the Paris Commune. The serious-
minded political work (not just
theorizing) of Marx and Engels for
twenty years before the First
International’s founding in 1864, we
are shown, was essential in enabling
them to play a central role in its
development. And Nimtz is especially
good in conveying a sense of the
crucial importance of the First
International in the larger political
developments of the 1860s and 1870s,
and particularly in the development of
the labour movements of Europe and
North America.

Class,
revolutionary
transition,
democracy

Yet the book also provides some less
positive surprises. There is an odd and
recurring fuzziness around the basic
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Marxist concept of class. The term
'working class’ is defined as
"employed manual labour outside of
agriculture". This dramatically
narrows what one finds in the
Communist Manifesto and Capital: the
working class consists of those making
their living through the sale of their
ability to labour. Nimtz also uses the
term middle class quite loosely -
sometimes seemingly to imply that it
is similar to 'petty bourgeois’ or
perhaps to ‘non-manual’ employees. In
the Europe of Marx and Engels,
however, the term referred to the
bourgeoisie, the capitalist class (the
upper class being the landowning
aristocracy).

At times this confusion seems to
intrude into Nimtz’s discussion of
practical political questions. While
more than once he stresses the
importance in Marx’s and Engels’s
strategic thinking of the need for a
workers and peasants alliance, there
are times - especially referring to the
tumultuous revolutionary events of
1848 - when he speaks of a broader
‘people’s alliance’ that would include
workers, peasants, the petty-
bourgeoisie (one assumes this means
small shop-keepers, artisans, and
craftsmen), and ’sections of the middle
class’. This multi-class coalition, Nimtz
makes clear, is to bring into being a
multi-class government. Such
conceptions have been utilized, since
the 1930s, by Stalinists and reformists
to rationalize class-collaborationist
(and ultimately disastrous) 'People’s
Front’ efforts.

That this is not Nimtz’s intention is
clear from much else in his book - for
example, his subdued but explicit
criticism of aspects of Marx’s 1848
activities, his explicit rejection of both
Stalinism and reformism, and his
useful emphasis that the key political
texts of Marx and Engels are the
Communist Manifesto, their 1850
Address of the Central Committee to
the Communist League, Marx’s 1864
Inaugural Address of the International
Working Men’s Association, and
Marx’s 1871 classic The Civil War in
France.

Taken together, these four works
provide a clearly revolutionary
working-class orientation. More
consistent with these texts and with

what Marx writes in Capital are later
Marxist analyses that Nimtz ignores -
by Ernest Mandel, Harry Braverman,
and others - indicating that a process
of ’proletarianisation’ has been
making more and more sectors of the
labour force (among agricultural
labourers, service workers, so-called
‘professionals’, and so on) part of a
working class embracing the great
majority of the people in more and
more countries throughout the world.
Nimtz’s drift into ’multi-class’
strategic conceptions might be
overcome with greater clarity on the
question of class.

Perhaps worse is his double bungling
of the concept of the dictatorship of
the proletariat, which Marx and
Engels saw as political rule by the
working class, what many now call a
workers’ state. The term ’dictatorship’
is not meant to imply rule by a small
group, but rather the fact that - in the
structure and policies of the new
revolutionary state - the 'cards are
stacked’ in favour of the working
class, just as, even in the most
democratic republic today, they are
stacked in favour of the capitalist
class. Revolutionary socialists often
point to the short-lived Paris
Commune of 1871 as a positive
example.

In 1891 Engels commented: "Look at
the Paris Commune. That was the
Dictatorship of the Proletariat." Mary,
in The Civil War in France, described
it as follows: "The Commune was
formed of municipal councillors,
chosen by universal suffrage in the
various wards of the town, responsible
and revocable at short terms. The
majority of its members were naturally
working men, or acknowledged
representatives of the working class."
Far from being the instrument of a
single revolutionary party, the
Commune’s elected representatives
were from several different parties. A
more descriptive term for the regime
favoured by Marx and Engels would
be workers’ democracy.

Nimtz disagrees.

First of all, he denies that a workers
state can co-exist with a capitalist
economy. Nimtz uncharacteristically
criticizes Engels for asserting that the
Paris Commune (which did not have

time to eliminate capitalism) was an
example of the dictatorship of the
proletariat (workers’ rule). "Engels
may well have overstated the case of
the Commune to score points," Nimtz
insists, adding "it seems reasonable to
conclude" that Marx would have
preferred to view the Paris Commune
as "the dictatorship of the people’s
alliance, that is, an alliance of the
proletariat and its allies ..." In his
footnotes, he cites an article by US
SWP leader Mary-Alice Waters that
elaborates the concept of 'workers
and farmers government’ - which
asserts that a workers’ state cannot
exist until the capitalist economy is
eliminated through revolutionary
nationalisations, that revolutionary
regimes that have not yet done this
should be called workers’ and farmers’
governments.

One can only assume that Nimtz
would also reject the standard
interpretation offered by Lenin in
1919: "'Soviet power’ is the second
historical step, or stage, in the
development of the proletarian
dictatorship. The first step was the
Paris Commune. The brilliant analysis
of its nature and the significance given
by Marx in his The Civil War in France
showed that the Commune has
created a new type of state, a
proletarian state." Contrary to Nimtz’s
convolutions, it would seem that Lenin
and Engels were accurately
representing the views of Marx that,
quite simply, a workers’ state must
first come to power in order to initiate
the process of eliminating capitalism.

Nimtz also throws a question mark
over the democratic content of the
notion of workers’ rule. After all, he
asserts, the Communist Manifesto
calls for 'despotic’ policies. This may
be utilized to offer a 'Marxist’
rationalization for undemocratic
policies of ‘revolutionary’ regimes, but
it seems inconsistent with the
Manifesto’s embrace of "the
proletarian movement [as] the self-
conscious, independent movement of
the immense majority, in the interest
of the immense majority".

It is illuminating, therefore, to turn to
the actual passage where Marx and
Engels use that word. They tell us that
"the first step in the revolution by the
working class is to raise the



proletariat to the position of ruling
class, to win the battle of democracy".
They tell us that the working class will
use this political supremacy to "wrest
by degrees" control and ownership of
the economy from the capitalists.

They elaborate:

"Of course, in the beginning, this
cannot be effected except by means of
despotic inroads on the rights of
property and on the conditions of
bourgeois production; by means of
measures, therefore, which appear
economically insufficient and
untenable, but which in the course of
the movement, outstrip themselves,
necessitate further inroads upon the
old social order, and are unavoidable
as a means of entirely revolutionizing
the mode of production."

The ’despotic’ inroads are not directed
against democratic structures - they
are, in fact, designed to utilize the
political democracy achieved by the
working class for the purpose of
creating economic democracy:
socialism. Nimtz’s questioning of the
centrality of democracy in the
revolutionary transition period brings
him uncomfortably close both to
Stalinist and to anti-Communist
interpretations of Marx. Once we push
past such theoretical tangles, we see
that the realities confirm Nimtz’'s own
central assertion in this book that
Marx and Engels were "the leading
protagonists of the democratic
movement" of their time.

Revolutionary

organisation

Fortunately, such theoretical tangles
do not intrude into most of this study.
Somewhat more intrusive is the way
Nimtz discusses the organizational
question - he makes reference to the
"Marx-Engels team" and "the Marx
party" so frequently, and in such
varied contexts, that confusion is
inevitable - especially since "the Marx-
Engels team" appears to be simply
another way of saying "Marx and
Engels", and what is meant by party is
more often than not referring "to a
political tendency and not an
organized current" (and can include
sometimes just Marx and Engels,
sometimes those who agree with the
basic ideas of the Manifesto,
sometimes old friends from the stormy
days of 1848, sometimes those who
agree with Marx and Engels inside the
First International).

But as Marx’s biographer Franz
Mehring put it, "their supporters, as
Marx himself admitted, did not
represent a party." Nimtz prefers a
different way of putting it - that, more
often than not, "the party was still not
convinced that circumstances required
an organized formation". Nimtz all too
often seems to be straining to make
the political activity of Marx and
Engels equate with his own
conception of Leninism. He
demonstrates quite well that the logic
of Marx’s practical work is consistent
with the logic of his theoretical work.
It can be argued, without any need for
straining, that both are consistent
with the theory and practice of Lenin.

But there are new elements that Lenin
himself developed - it is not necessary
to expect Marx and Engels to have
done everything!

The direction in which Nimtz is going
seems, however, entirely valid. Marx’s
detractors and even some of his
partisans generally miss a key aspect
of what he was doing. To the extent
that they look at his practical political
activity at all - especially his conflicts
with others inside the labour and
socialist movements - they tend to see
a tactless, impatient and
argumentative ego, somehow lining up
and manipulating various pals, more
often than not hurling polemics and
mobilizing cliques that were "full of
sound and fury, signifying nothing".

What Nimtz is able to highlight is a
much more consistent, coherent,
principled mode of operation on the
part of a numerically fluctuating
current of co-thinkers. It has political
meaning. There is a correspondence
between analysis, strategy, tactics.
What Marx and Engels and their
various comrades hoped to accomplish
was related to how they functioned -
even without an organization - and
they were able to have a profound
impact in the broader organizations
and movements of which they were
part. Such efforts contributed to the
later crystallization of socialist
workers parties in a number of
countries. More work needs to be
done - by activists no less than
scholars - to understand all of this
more clearly. As part of that effort,
Nimtz has provided a valuable
contribution.



