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The ���  is a political alliance seeking to build a future based on the twin 
principles of socialism and environmental sustainability - we see these two 
things as being inextricably linked, each being impossible without the other.  

 
If you share our concerns and our principles, if you care about the future of our planet and about 

social justice for all who live on it, then why not join us? Membership details are on page  11. 

� � � � � � � � 	 
�� � � �� � � �� �
The next issue of ���������	
�	�� will appear in January  2011, and will be themed around the topic of renewable energy sources. 
If you have any thoughts, they will be greatly welcomed. Please write a letter, or E-mail the editor at the addresses given above 
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Cover Photograph.   National Shop Stewards’ Network lobby of the TUC.   Sept. 12th 2010.    Courtesy, Bob Archer. 
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� �y an accident of timing, this issue of ���������	
�	�� is 
published shortly before Chancellor George Osborne 

has promised his spending review. The next issue will 
carry a detailed analysis of that, but for now, rather than 
speculate on its contents, it will be more useful to consider 
Osborne’s motivations, and the hidden agenda to which he 
will doubtless be working. 

The review will be about cuts, how big they will be and 
where they will fall. A number of contributions in the pages 
which follow are specifically directed to this. Celia Foote 
and Mike Davies provide a detailed analysis of the nature 
and causes of the current financial crisis, together with 
alternative Socialist solutions that we would advocate. 
Anna Lansley offers a personal account of what is 
happening to the services on which she crucially depends 
right now, and our leaflet on Privatisation covers the 
overall background to Anna’s individual situation. 

It is said that if you ask two economists to analyse a 
problem you will get four answers. That’s as maybe, but 
what is certain is that if you ask two politicians to respond 
to the same question of economics then the answers you 
get will differ for purely political reasons. 

One of the lasting images that Thatcher succeeded in 
getting fixed into the British psyche was her comparison 
between domestic and national economics. “The 
housewife (sic) knows full-well that if she spends more 
than she earns, then her (sic) weekly budget will be in 
chaos”, as she put it, in a thinly disguised echo of the 
annual income of twenty shillings of Dickens’ Mr Micawber.  

The dishonesty of the comparison was clearly pointed out 
at the time. On the differences between National and 
International Fiscal economic theory and personal 
monetary, “family” finances, entire libraries have been 
written. No matter, the image has stuck and if one were to 
ask any average “person-in-the-street” for their take on our 
National debt, then without doubt the vast majority would 
regard it as a bad thing which needs to be eliminated as 
soon as possible, whatever the consequences – usually for 
other people. 

If there is one thing that Gordon Brown would probably 
wish to be remembered for as Chancellor, it is probably 
that he was among those who led the way for the rich 
West to write-off the debts of the poorest of the Third 
World. This was achieved with dramatic potential benefits 
for the poor with hardly a glitch in the activities of the rich.  
It would be simplistic to suggest that the same thing could 
be done for what this country is said to owe, but at the 
same time, the indebtedness of the UK economy is by no 
means directly comparable to a personal bank overdraft. 
How much we pay and how quickly we pay it is determined 
not by any absolute rules, but purely by the political 
motivations and objectives of the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer. To whom we may notionally pay it is another 
matter entirely - a complex paradox outside the scope of 
this editorial. 

What is clear about Osborne and the rest of the old public 
school (mostly old Etonian) clique who now run this 

Join us ! See Page 11 

We all have a good idea about what the Chancellor, George Osborne, 
will include in his spending review, but what will be justified fiscally, and 
what will be the purely opportunistic rolling back of the Public Sector? 

country - whether from the Con or the Dem wing of the 
cabinet - is that as the children of Thatcherism, they are 
all aspiring to be even more Thatcherite than the lady 
herself, or than her first and most enthusiastic disciple, 
Tony Blair, aspired to be. 

Osborne is about to seize what for him is a glorious 
opportunity. Under the guise of responsible money 
management, and apparently with the approval of the 
majority of the people of the country, he will introduce 
measures which will reduce public spending to 
dangerous levels. This will be for his upfront stated 
reason of reducing the deficit, but will also be for the 
hidden covert reason of diminishing the public sector to 
levels we would otherwise regard as unthinkable. It is 
with this background clearly in mind that the Spending 
Review must be read. How much of what will be placed 
before us is actually vital for the economic well-being of 
the nation, and how much is pure opportunistic piggy-
backing by a slick Tory operator is one of the key 
questions we shall need to answer. 

� �n the whole of modern politics, has there ever been a 
clearer case of simultaneous political two-facedness 

than that exhibited at the recent Libdem conference by 
the business secretary, Mr Vincent Cable MP? 

Almost with the same breath he was condemning 
capitalism and the financial institutions that benefit most 
from it, whilst announcing plans to privatise what is left of 
our mail services, something that Thatcher did not even 
consider and Blair & Mandleson tried but did not achieve. 

Cable’s mildly abusive metaphors of capitalist pig-snouts 
in capitalist pig-troughs were greeted with a mixture of 
mild embarrassment and knowing looks from the city of 
London. Of course he had to say such things in front of 
the Libdem delegates and activists, now didn’t he? And 
of course, they, poor saps, fell for it hook line and sinker, 
just as he planned. They cheered him to the echo and 
any serious criticism of Libdem involvement in the 
Condem government was either forgotten or swamped. 
Very smart, nudge-nudge, wink-wink. Oh, but don’t 
worry, that nice Mr Cable really is a good friend of the 
city and to prove it, here come the goodies! 

CORRECTION 
In the last Green Socialist, we inadvertently  
omitted part of Bob Crow’s description of his  
personal political analysis. For this, our apologies. 
The description should have read: 

“Bob Crow describes himself as a: 
Communist-stroke-Socialist ” 



LONG TERM CAPITALIST AIMS 
Social democracy is about managing capitalism. 
Unlike “tooth & claw” capitalism, it aims to give 
the working class enough concessions to keep them 
happy - or, if not happy, at least acquiescent in the 
capitalist order. Interestingly, much of Marx’s 
practical campaigning was around social democratic 
demands such as the ten hour day, not around 
revolutionary demands. 
After World War II we saw classic social democratic 
reforms, creating a welfare state that provided 
health, education, pensions and unemployment 
benefits. Indeed, this was a stronger echo of what 
happened after the First World War. These reforms 
were not welcomed by capitalists but were forced on 
them by the post war situation. 
Ever since then it has been the aim of the capitalist 
class to roll back these reforms and return to a purer 
form of exploitation. The long term plan of 
capitalists has been to take back all these social 
democratic concessions and re-establish more 
straightforward unbridled capitalism. No more 
namby-pamby stuff like pensions, unemployment 
benefits or a national health service. 

CRISIS & AUSTERITY 
The ideal situation for rolling back the post war 
gains of the working class is a grave economic 
crisis. Since most workers do indeed accept, or at 
least acquiesce in, capitalism as “the natural 
system”, it is possible to persuade them that a threat 
to the current (capitalist) system is a threat to their 
well being. Consequently, they can be persuaded to 
accept sacrifices - including the sacrifice of the 
social democratic reforms under which they grew up 
- to preserve “the economy”. 
This is certainly the basis of current government 
policy. It would, of course, equally have been the 
basis of the policy of a Labour government had one 
been elected. “Our economic world is about to 
collapse” they say, so “we must all make big 
sacrifices to save it”. Needless to say, what they 
mean is “you must make big sacrifices to enrich us.” 
In particular, you must give up all those post war 
gains:  pensions, free health care, free education, 
universal benefits, etc. 
Clearly the crisis is, objectively, a god-send for the 
capitalists. They can look to put the clock back sixty 
or a hundred years. 

DID THEY MAKE IT HAPPEN? 
An interesting and relevant question is “Did the 
capitalist elite deliberately bring about the crisis?”  
It is a question that has to be asked, given the huge 
advantage the crisis brings to the capitalists. There are 
three obvious possibilities. 

Hey Ho, lets make money now  
The first is the theory generally accepted by the 
media. The crisis was caused by greedy and 
incompetent capitalists, particularly finance capitalists 
like bankers, getting carried away with making a 
quick buck. They ignored the likely medium term 
consequences of their actions because they were 
stupid, or they simply didn’t care.  
If a bank could make profits out of 
mortgages to unemployed people with 
no chance of repaying, they did so. If 
they could bundle these dud mortgages 
up into opaque “financial instruments” 
and sell them to other suckers, they did 
it. The financial system overall was 
critically short of liquidity (“nearly broke” to you and 
me) and these sharp practices sustained the housing 
price boom that provided the miraculous solution of 
more and more money. 
This theory says that, when it all fell apart and 
capitalism had to appeal to the state for rescue from 
complete collapse, it was just a fortunate by-product 
that conditions were then ideal for a massive capitalist 
fight-back against the concessions that had been 
squeezed out of them after the war. 

Wait for the inevitable crisis 
The second is the theory that the capitalists knew that 
a huge crisis would come sooner or later. With 
capitalism it always does, the only question being the 
size and duration of the crisis. Everyone except 
Gordon Brown knows that! 

Faced with the inevitability of crises, 
capitalists simply carried on a usual. 
No point in worrying about the crisis 
that always comes, just get on with 
lining capitalist pockets. 
Meanwhile, prepare to exploit the 
crisis when it arrives. Ube ready to 

use it to drive down wages, cut jobs, reduce benefits. 
In other words, wait for the crisis that’s bound to 
come, and use it to roll back the welfare state. 

Conspiracy - let’s manufacture a crisis 
The third theory is that capitalists consciously 
conspired to cause the crisis. This may seem extreme, 
but it is a perfectly logical hypothesis. page 3 

CRISIS CONSPIRACY? 
 

by  Celia Foote & Mike Davies 



Certainly capitalists (having been rescued by the 
state) benefit hugely from the crisis. Certainly it is 
difficult for them, in more normal circumstances, to 
make the kind of huge gains at the expense of 
ordinary people that are possible in these 
“exceptional” circumstances.  
If the only way to claw back all the post war gains of 
the working class were to engineer a crisis, do we 
think their delicate 
consciences would stop 
them doing it? “Who 
stands to benefit?” is 
always a relevant 
question. 

IS THE CRISIS REAL? 
Capitalism in crisis. 

The crisis of capitalism was real enough. Capitalism 
collapsed. It was only brought back from the dead by 
states all over the world giving the failed capitalists 
unbelievable amounts of money. Britain committed 
nearly a whole year’s national turnover to bailing out 
the collapsed financiers. 
The sequence from then was a classic case of running 
through the verb “to fail”. 

As a rich capitalist, I fail 
The state bails me out and gets into debt 
As ordinary people, you have to pay off that debt 

Ordinary people’s taxes were used by the bucket-full 
to save the failed capitalists. Now ordinary people are 
supposed to give up their hard-won gains in order to 
pay off the debts taken on to save the capitalists. The 
threat is that “the markets” (ie the capitalists) won’t 
support us if we carry so much debt! 

The debt and the deficit 
The supposedly dire nature of Britain’s present 
situation is rather more open to question. We do have 
a large national debt - but we have had much larger 
ones in the past without panicking. We do run a 
substantial annual deficit - but so do plenty of other 
countries, again without panicking.  
Our present financial situation is not good, but it is 
very, very doubtful whether it justifies the kind of 
extreme measures proposed by both Tories and 
Labour on behalf of the capitalists. They panic, but 
we pay the price. 

AUSTERITY POLICIES  
The rich see the crisis as an opportunity for forcing 
“austerity” on working people. But if austerity is 
called for, it should, be targetted on those who can 
afford it, not on those already poor. And let’s stop the 
real wastage of huge amounts of money. 

(1) Cut the real waste 
Firstly, let’s tackle the wide range of unnecessary (or 
even counter productive) expenditure to which this 
government (and Labour) are committed.  
 

Let’s cut: 
War in Afghanistan - illegal, unjustifiable and 
unwinnable 
Trident - an immoral, unusable weapon that was 
anyway built for an earlier age 
Two planned aircraft carriers  plus US super-jets  
-  weapons for imperialism 
Eurofighter - a cold war fast jet now irrelevant 
NHS reorganisation (again) - a costly way of 
carving up the NHS for private profit 

(2) Tax the rich, not the poor 
Secondly, if someone has to suffer to get us out of 
trouble, it should be the rich. Instead of cutting the 
benefits on which poor people may have no choice 
but to rely, let’s take a little more from those who can 
afford it. Let’s have: 

60% income tax on the rich, say on incomes over 
£100,000 
A small wealth tax, say 0.1%, that’s one pound in 
a thousand 
Land tax at a low-rate - the classic easy-to-
collect tax because you can’t hide land 
A Tobin tax, say 0.05%, on speculative financial 
transactions. 

Taxes like that would be a mild inconvenience to 
those who had to pay them. The government’s 
planned benefit cuts will be literally the difference 
between life and death for some poor people. 

(3) Collect the taxes that are due 
Thirdly, stop bleating about overpayment of benefits 
and start being serious about collecting taxes from 
rich individuals and large companies. In Britain 
paying tax is compulsory for ordinary people but is 
regarded as entirely optional by the rich and by 
multinational corporations.  
Many of our largest companies pay next-to-nothing in 
tax (and large fees to accountants and lawyers to help 
them achieve this). Some huge companies pay, 
literally, nothing at all in tax to our country. Equally, 
the super rich play games with domicile, trusts, and 
other avoidance schemes. Tax avoidance is a huge 
industry that costs us, those who actually pay our 
taxes, billions each year. 
The present lax set-up is a disgrace. We should 
change the basis on which tax is collected to an 
assumption that big companies and rich people pay 
tax on a commonsense basis. We should then enforce 
this rigorously. 

If we did the three things outlined above, there would 
be no need for ordinary people to suffer, no necessity to 
impose cut-backs on the poorest in our society. 
Austerity for the rich is the answer. They can afford it. 

page 4 

The authors are both members of the  
AGS National Committee.. 
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I  am a 22-year-old woman with a 
diagnosis of Asperger’s 
syndrome. This is a 
developmental condition, 

meaning that I was born with it, and it 
is a condition on the autism spectrum. 
Autism is a brain-based condition 
which causes impairments in the 
ability to interact, communicate, and to 
be emotionally or socially flexible.  

However, people with autism are 
affected in different ways. Asperger’s 
syndrome is considered to be a ‘mild’ 
variant – although no less debilitating 
– because people with this diagnosis 
are verbally fluent and far 
more subtly affected than 
those with classic autism, 
who may be mute and have 
significant learning 
disabilities. 

It is common for people with 
Asperger’s also to have complicating 
mental health problems. I, for 
example, have a diagnosis of 
obsessive compulsive disorder, or 
OCD as it is also called, which causes 
me to have distressing thoughts such 
as “is the oven off” or “are my hands 
dirty?” and in order to relieve the 
obsession, I then feel compelled 
repeatedly to check the oven and to 
clean my hands.  

Not surprisingly, I struggled at school, 
and received a Statement of Special 
Educational needs when I was 10. 
However, because awareness of 
Asperger’s has only really grown in 
the last few years, I did not receive  
a definitive diagnosis until I was 21 
years of age. Yet I managed to attend 
my local University while living at 
home with my parents and achieved  
a 2.1 history degree. I did well at 
university because I thrive in a 
structured environment, and really 
enjoy learning. However it was while I 
was at university that my phobias and 
anxieties worsened. It got to the point 
where, apart from my home, university 
was the only place where I felt safe. 

Yet it took a very long time before I 
received the correct diagnosis, due to 
long NHS waiting lists, and it was only 

when my problems were properly 
understood that I began to make 
progress. 

For almost a year now, I have been 
receiving support from a trained 
support worker whom I see every 
Tuesday for four hours and who 
understands the complexities of my 
disability.  She accompanies me on 
public transport, and provides help 
with shopping and eating out – the 
basics of life that most people take for 
granted, but that can cause people 
with Asperger’s a great deal of stress. 
I also suffer from a state of chronic 

anxiety, and people like me quite 
literally rely crucially on the support 
services in order to function at all.  

With support I have made a lot of 
progress regarding my fear of 
travelling, eating out and accessing 
the community. The support had even 
given me the confidence to take on a 
temporary paid work experience at 
West Sussex County Council: for a 
couple of weeks I helped out with filing 
and putting letters in envelopes – 
repetitive work that I find very 
enjoyable. 

I am therefore devastated by the 
recent news that the Sussex Autistic 
Society has gone into administration. 
It also transpires that West Sussex 
County Council has stopped 
supporting the charity, the same 
council that had promised to protect 
vulnerable people. Everyone who 
worked for the society has lost their 
jobs and this will have particularly 
severe repercussions for the lower 
paid support staff. 

As a Socialist, I am aware of the real 
cause of all the problems in society: 
capitalism. 

David Cameron presents this 
recession as a direct consequence of 

what he considers to be New Labour’s 
‘excessive’ public spending. But of 
course we Socialists know that this is 
not true. ‘Boom and Bust’ cycles are 
an inherent part of capitalism. During 
the Boom part of the cycle, 
employment rates are generally high 
and a lot of money is spent. This leads 
to a surfeit of consumer goods being 
produced over and above what is 
strictly necessary and so the economy 
enters a period of crises of over-
production. Jobs are lost, and wages 
are repressed. During these crises, 
the capitalist class tends to retrench its 

position as the 
recession provides 
them with a false 
raison d’être for 
rolling back the 
state. This means 
that while the state, 
ironically, runs to the 

banks to offer them assistance, the 
productive economy, the NHS, 
building, education and so on goes to 
the wall. 

To give just one example of this right-
wing individualistic ideology, the 
present coalition government (as was 
New Labour) are all in favour of self-
directed support and direct payments 
for those with a disability. In other 
words, they wish to turn us all into 
capitalist employers and business 
people by the process of allocating 
Local Authority public money to 
individuals, who are then required to 
‘buy’ the support they need. This 
policy, in my view, is a handy way of 
distracting people’s attention from the 
rapidly disintegrating ‘free at the point 
of need’ Health Service, for it is 
introducing market forces directly into 
social care and health. 

I have now been told by support 
services that everyone concerned is 
being moved onto this scheme and 
that I could continue to see my current 
support worker, who has just lost her 
job with them, through this means. I 
am therefore now experiencing a 
conflict between principle and 
pragmatism.  

In order to maintain my mental health 
and the progress I have made, I feel 
that I will have to put my aversion to 
personally directing a sum of 

“..because awareness of Asperger’s has only 
really grown in the last few years, I did not 
receive a definitive diagnosis until I was 21…” 

DEMOLITION OF LOCAL AUTISM SERVICES 
  by     Anna Lansley 

Anna Lansley has recently joined the AGS as a member in West Sussex, and she here writes 
very movingly of her own personal experience of living with Asperger’s Syndrome, and of 
the possible consequences for her of the coalition government’s proposed new policies. 
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government money to one side, and 
become an ‘employer’ to my support 
worker. But I realise that this will 
change our relationship by turning it 
into a commodity and capital 
exchange. Self-directed support is 
marketed under the rubric of ‘choice’ 
and greater control. 
Disabled people are given 
the impression that they 
will be empowered. 
However, for those like me 
who do not want, nor who 
could tolerate the stress of 
a tyranny of choice – which 
actually amounts to ‘no 
choice’ - this new scheme 
takes away any control that  
we had. So much for liberty. 

At present, I have little idea about 
what is now going to happen, but at 
least I can articulate how I feel, and 
know how to protest, be it through 
letter writing and endless phone calls 
to the Chief Executive of the County 
Council, to which as yet no response 
has been received. I also hope that  
a solidarity campaign will be put 
together, and I have been pressing for 
this. However, many of the people 
affected by this will find it difficult to 
fight back. 

To add to my stress the present 

government has recently extended 
means-testing to disability care. I now 
face the indignity of having to undergo 
a financial assessment, and if it is 
found I have savings in excess of a 
certain amount, I would have to fund 
my own care out of my disability 

benefit. The irony is that people with 
high incomes would probably have 
gone private in the first place, and so 
means-testing only affects those like 
myself, who are on modest to low 
incomes. 

To me this represents a worrying 
return to the extreme means-testing of 
the 1930s, before we had a Universal 
Welfare System, except that this 
system does not now seem to be 
universal at all. Everyone should be 
able to receive publicly funded care, 
regardless of income, and 
redistribution should occur through a 
super-tax on the rich. 

People with autism and Asperger’s 
syndrome need stability and routine in 
order to function. Change can cause 
us massive stress and regression. But 
with support, we can live happy and 
productive lives. We could even make 
fantastic employees if we were only 

given the chance. Yet too 
often in this capitalist 
society, we are told that 
we “suffer from autism” or 
that we are too 
dependent on services, 
as I was recently told by a 
person on the ‘Mental 
Health Helpline’. This 
implies that problems are 

rooted within individuals and so it is 
the individual who should be 
corrected, not society. 

I know better than to be a dupe of  
this ideology. I understand that we  
are not unattached atoms but social 
creatures belonging to a collective;  
we each depend on each other, in 
reciprocal fashion. 

If people with a disability ‘suffer’, it is 
often not because of themselves, but 
because of a society that expects us 
all to be self-reliant and “look after 
number one”, or to feel guilty about 
requiring support. 

“If people with disability ‘suffer’, it is often 
not because of themselves, but because of a 
society that expects us all to be self-reliant 
and ‘look after number-one’, or to feel 
guilty about requiring support.” 

Hyman Frankel   1918 - 2010 
 

Our Comrade of many years, Hyman Frankel – Hymie to us – has died, leaving a gap which will be irreplaceable in terms of  
experience, commitment and integrity.  He was politically active and motivated throughout his life, serving on the AGS  
national committee almost until his death, and chairing his branch of the trade union Amicus, (Unite), until he was 89. 

His parents were Isaac, a local synagogue shammas, and Anna Frankel: Hasidic Jewish émigrés from Galicia, the Polish 
part of Austro-Hungary.  He and his two brothers William and Ben, were born in Stepney, East London where the Jewish 
areas attracted Oswald Mosley’s Blackshirt marches and influenced Hymie’s decision to reject Zionist ideology and join the 
British Communist Party after he left school at the age of 18.   He remained proud to have joined for two main reasons. One, 
because they alone took a strong stance against fascism, recognising that it wouldn’t just go away if it was ignored, and  
secondly, that unemployment is inherent in capitalism, which must be replaced by socialism. 

Hymie’s career was very diverse.  He worked as a progress-chaser for Smith’s Components in Cricklewood, north-west Lon-
don, studying physics at Cambridge on day-release.  Then he was recruited to join a secret British nuclear project code 
named Tube Alloys developing an atom bomb, where he measured neutron cross-sections and even worked with the British 
Secret Service on their successful plan to smuggle ‘heavy water’ into the country.  He became the shop steward for the  
Association of Scientific Workers and recruited most of the team.  

After 15 months the project was moved to the ‘safety of America’ and Hymie chose to stay near his family.  He regretted the 
fact that this meant he didn’t make his name as a physicist but balanced this with the fact that he later met his wife, Nan 
here and was happily married to her for 52 years.  He also would have been hugely troubled to have worked on a bomb 
which he saw as a deterrent to fascism but was misused militarily.  In fact the vast majority of the team who did go America 
and work on the Manhattan project decided they would never work on a nuclear military project again, echoing Hymie’s  
sentiments entirely. 

After being rejected by the army on health grounds, Hymie worked as a miner until he got fibrositis, then he trained to be a 
teacher first in general studies and then mathematics at Kingsway College in London after he gained his Masters Degree in  
the History of Philosophy of Science and finally he became a full time trade union organiser. 

Although he didn’t continue his career in physics, he wrote ‘Out of this World: an Examination of Modern Physics and Cos-
mology’ (which he felt should be seen as a sequel to Christopher Cauldwell’s, ‘The Crisis in Physics’) where he explored the 
crises in physics, the economy and society as a whole.  He has also written a book on socialism which his son Mark is going 
to have published posthumously.   

Most of all, we shall remember Hymie as a thoughtful, gently spoken, kind and hugely committed man whose work to 
counter fascism and support the labour movement through trade union and political activities will be sorely missed. 

Juliet Boddington  



value’ of a worker’s capacity to labour at which em-
ployers buy the hire of their workers. The employer 
pays for the capacity of a worker to work by paying 
wages and so doesn’t appear to swindle a profit 
through fraudulent exchange.  

However, since 
the productive 
process is or-
ganised so that 
the ‘use value’ 
of the worker’s 
capacity to  
labour exceeds 
the ‘exchange 
value’ of the 
worker’s capac-
ity to labour, it 
is through the  
organisation of 
production that 
the capitalist  
employer is  
apparently  
regarded as fair and honest. 

For people of the capitalist class to control a produc-
tive process, to channel money in search of more 
money and to constitute themselves as employers of 
groups of workers’ capacity to labour, they often have 
to act collectively. Such groups of capitalists acting  
together often form corporate enterprises or  
corporations. Typically these are the legally  
created, publicly traded business corporations of the 
USA type. 

The laws of most nations force executives and manag-
ers to put the interests of the corporation and its share-
holders first, and to maximise shareholder value. 

The legal principle of ‘the best interests of the corpora-
tion’, now applying in most nations, outlaws any other 
motive by executives or managers of a corporation, 
such as protecting the environment or helping workers 
or customers. The law effectively says that those ex-
ecutives or managers are free to decide what to do with 
their own money, but that they can only behave altruis-
tically with shareholders’ money if that altruism solely 
serves the maximisation of shareholder value.  

� �he setting up of the United Nations was an  
important means by which the United States of 

America secured consent amongst the World’s people 
to the perpetuation of the Capitalist social and  
economic system under the leadership of the United 
States capitalist ruling class after 1945. The values of 
liberal capitalism, as indicated by the adoption by the 
General Assembly of the United Nations in 1948 of the 
Universal declaration of Human Rights, include such 
basic rights and freedoms as the right to life, liberty, 
freedom from servitude, fair trial, ownership of  
property, freedom of thought and conscience, freedom 
of expression, the right to vote, the right to work and 
the right to education. However, the practical day to 
day realities of Capitalist Society are those of discrimi-
nation and inequality of rights between the two major 
social classes, Capitalists and Workers. 

The Capitalists are that class of people who live by the 
process of sending money in search of more money, 
though perhaps they are better defined as those who 
control the productive process by the channelling of 
money. This may entail that money’s engagement in a 
productive process, which involves the hiring of a 
group of workers’ capacity to labour.  

The Workers are that class of people who, in the indus-
trialised world at least, have no means of keeping 
themselves and their families alive other than through 

selling their capacity to labour to a capitalist employer, 
or through a miserable, life-sapping, precarious and sub
-poverty level existence on welfare benefits.  

In a capitalist society, the capitalist employer organises 
production so that the product - or ‘use value’ - of a 
hired worker’s capacity to labour over a working day is 
greater in value than what is needed by the worker for  
a day for replenishing their capacity to labour and for 
developing their children as the next generation of 
workers. It is at this latter, lesser cost or ‘exchange 

It is not formal policy of the Alliance to support an International Workers’ Charter, 
but following the article by Bob Crow in the Summer issue of Green Socialist, a 
member from West Yorkshire, Jean Strong , has written in some detail. The full title 
of the piece, as submitted, was “An International Charter for Worker’s Rights in the 
Workplace, including Sweatshops in Bangladesh and Paddy-fields in China”. 

           AN  INTERNATIONAL  CHARTER  FOR  WORKERS’   
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“The law of most nations forces executives 
and managers to put the interests of the  
corporation and its shareholders first, and 
to maximise shareholder value.” 

Chris Bird 
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AN  INTERNATIONAL  CHARTER  FOR  WORKERS’    RIGHTS   IN  THE  WORKPLACE      by Jean Strong  

The need for some degree of hypocritical interpretation 
here is apparent. 

Today, international corporate law finds the interests of 
the corporation to be equivalent to those of the share-
holder and also makes the duty of corporate executives 
and managers such that shareholders can sue them for 
their failure to make money for the shareholder. 

The shareholder owners of capital, which can be 
thought of as money sent in search of more money, 
whose only source of income is the proceeds of buying 
and selling or swapping investments in corporations in 
the short term, are compelled constantly to seek out the 
highest returns on their investment so that their capital 
grows faster that it can be consumed by inflation or their 
cost of living. Corporate executives who manage 
shareholders’ capital in the longer term in accor-
dance with their legal duty to those sharehold-
ers, do so in any given location only so long as 
thatinvestment remains the most profitable 
available anywhere in the world. The  
moment another more profitable investment  
involving cheaper and thus more profitably 
hired labour appears in another industry is the moment 
the corporate executives are legally duty bound to their 
shareholders to disinvest the corporation’s current  
investment of capital, and to sack its currently employed 
labour in order to move its capital to the more profitable 
investment. Any failure to do so would leave those  
executives open to legal action by the shareholders. In 
this context, reference to any given location should be 
taken to mean in any industry, locality, region or  
nation state. 

Thus for any given industry, mass unemployment of 
workers and the consequent low wages for many of 
those workers left in work in an oversupplied labour 
market, is brought about not only by the pursuit of such 
basic rights and fundamental freedoms as the right to 
life, liberty, ownership of property and freedom of 
thought and conscience by shareholder capitalists in  
accordance with the 1948 Universal Declaration of  
Human Rights, but by corporate executives being  
legally bound to force this through or face the prospect 
of being sued by their shareholders to whom they have a 
legal duty. 

At all times, shareholder capitalists have an effective 
UN sanctioned right, and corporate executives have a 
legal duty to withhold investment, and thus to effect a 
capital strike, until their demands for more favourable 
investment conditions are met. Further, they have,  
respectively, the right and the duty to avail themselves 
of a complete freedom to move that potential investment 
to any other location. 

� �n International Charter for Workers’ Rights in the 
Workplace would argue the following: 

Members of the capitalist class are free to move their 
source of livelihood anywhere in the world from site to 
site in order to invest (that is to say, to engage in  
production) or to disinvest (that is to say to go on  
capital strike) at any time for so long as it takes to cre-
ate conditions at that site for favourable investment for 
capital. 

So by the same token, members of the working class 
should be free to move their source of livelihood any-
where in the world from site to site in order to work, or 
to withhold their labour. That is, to go on labour strike 
in any industry for so long as it takes to create  

conditions for the favourable livelihood for workers. 
Further to have the right to act as cross-border  
international solidarity action flying pickets. 

To call for equal rights for capital and labour is to do no 
more than to call upon liberal capitalism to live to the 
1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Perhaps 
much more significantly though, it is also effectively to 
call into question the continued existence of capitalism 
as a productive system and to urge its conclusion as an 
historical epoch. 

To call for equal rights for capital and labour is 
to do no more than to call upon liberal 
capitalism to live to the 1948 Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights.” 

Question: How long does mild steel take to rust in 
seawater ? 
Answer: About one millimetre of plate thickness per 
decade. 
 

Question:  How much plate thickness can a shipwreck 
lose before the integrity of the hull is threatened? 
Answer: About one quarter to one third, ie. generally 
about 7mm 
 

Question: When will the hulls of the millions of tons of 
shipping sunk all round the globe in the last war start 
breaking up and releasing their deadliest of all possible 
cargoes? 
Answer:  After about 70 years or so,  ie. right about now. 
 

Question: Of what, are those deadly cargoes 
comprised? 
Answer: Approximately 20 million tons of fuel oil. 
 

Question:  What have the nations of the world—
particularly those responsible for the wrecks—done 
about it, or what are they planning to do in the coming 
decades as the oil is released? 
Answer: To both points, absolutely nothing 
whatsoever! 
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Heaven on Earth, Gerrard Winstanley and the Diggers 
by John Severs 

During the English civil war a suspension of the previously 
strict censorship laws led to an outpouring of publications 
from dissenting religious groups. The Levellers were a very 
active and for a time quite powerful religious-political group 
who campaigned vigorously for democratic systems of ruling 
the country. No one should be subservient to another because 
of wealth or social standing. The levellers were against the 
master-servant set-up, quoting the scriptures to show that it 
was wrong, and wanted a vast increase in suffrage. 

In The Agreement of the People, they outlined a new consti-
tution. It starts:- 

We, the free people of England, to whom God hath given 
hearts, means and opportunity to effect the same, do with 
submission to his wisdom, in his name, and desiring the 
equity thereof may be to his praise and glory: Agree to 
ascertain our government to abolish all arbitrary Power, 
and set bounds and limits both to our Supreme, and all 
Subordinate Authority, and remove all known Grievances. 

They wanted an elected parliament with all but servants, the 
unemployed and women allowed to vote.  

It is worth noting that at the famous Putney debates of 1647 
set up to consider Transparent Democratic Government,  
leveller Col. Thomas Rainsborough, in a heated argument 
with Oliver Cromwell, made a resounding and passionate 
plea for universal suffrage (some hundreds of years before it 
was achieved) when saying 

For really I think that the poorest he that is in England 
hath a life to live, as the greatest he; and therefore, truly, 
Sir, I think it’s clear that every man that is to live under a 
government ought first by his own consent to put himself 
under that government . 

Prolific writer, Gerrard Winstanley, who celebrated the 400th 
anniversary of his birth last year, was a leveller but an oppo-
nent of institutionalised religion. In one of his early  
pamphlets, he rejected the Calvinist orthodoxies on eternal 
damnation, arguing that every man could be saved.  
Universalism was a levelling doctrine and expounding it was 
a dangerous heresy.  

In his writings Winstanley drew on the views of others. 
Joachim, a 12th century Italian monk, had argued that people 
would eventually be ruled by the 'spirit in their hearts' and not 
by law or the church. Tellingly, communality of goods would 
not be confined to the monastery but adopted by all mankind. 
Many were familiar with the notion that all should be equal; 
it was what Christ preached.  

In his publication The breaking of the day of God,  
Winstanley opened with “the despised sons and daughters of 
Zion”, a revolutionary mode of address given the Calvinist 
view of the subservience of women. He has thus been  
proclaimed the world's first feminist. In The Mysterie of 
God he expounded his view that the devil was not a person 
but 'within you', reflecting selfishness, and can be set free and 
heaven and hell are not separate 'local' places, but on earth 
(the 'Republic of Heaven') – a good man “has heaven in his 
heart”. 

He said  

As yet none ever came from the dead to tell men on  
earth, and, until then, men ought to speak no more  
than they know. 

and 

Neither are you to look for God in a place of glory  
beyond the sun, but within yourself ... He that looks for  
a god outside himself and worships a god at a distance 
worships he knows not what.  

The apostles cannot have seen Christ ascend to God in 
heaven, for God is in no “particular place” but “in every 
place and in every creature. “ 

He believed that the powers of the heart must submit to the 
“light of reason” if there is to be love between all creatures. 
God and reason were one and the same thing. The spirit of 
reason “lies in the bottom of love, of justice, of wisdom”. In 
his pamphlet, The New Law of Righteousness, Winstanley 
describes falling into a trance and holding a dialogue with 
god, but with both sides taking place “within my heart” and, 
three times, hearing the words “Worke together; Eat bread 
together.”  

He argued against the use of force to achieve objectives, 
bondage, trading and ownership and for all men to be free 
and share in what he called the EARTH'S COMMON 
TREASURY, a distinctly communist 'manifesto', saying, in 
The True Levellers Standard Advanced  

Take notice, that England is not a free people, till the 
poor that have no land, have a free allowance to dig  
and labour the commons, and so live as Comfortably  
as the Landlords. 

Petegorsky, in his book Left Wing Democracy in the Civil 
War (A Study of the Social Philosophy of Gerrard Win-
stanley), says that Winstanley had now emerged as the most 
advanced and outspoken radical of the century, arguing, for 
example, that 

Social and economic reorganisation is society’s most  
vital and immediate need. 

and criticising the Levellers for their failure to campaign for 
economic levelling. 

Winstanley had now come to believe that nurturing spiritual 
beliefs was not enough; it was necessary to develop systems 
based on ‘practical morality’, to work together to help one’s 
fellow man, to share products and goods equally. He believed 
that the spade was mightier than the pen or the sword and, in 
order to put his beliefs into practice, co-led a group of 15 he 
termed the True Levellers, on to common land at St 
George’s Hill, near Walton, in Surrey and planted crops. 
Known popularly as the Diggers, they were opposed by 
Walton residents who petitioned Thomas Fairfax, then leader 
of the New Model Army, to have them removed. They were-
attacked by gangs organised and paid by such as the lord of 
the Manor; their dwellings destroyed and their seeds dug up. 

Initially they remained upbeat. Refusing to fight, they sang 
songs such as the famous You Noble Diggers all, Stand up 
now, and replanted seeds. Numbers grew to 50 and some 
crops were raised; a particularly bad winter didn't help.  



They survived through members visiting neighbouring  
villages to raise funds from supporters. 

After being attacked by a military unit (organised by the local 
parson) and fined £10 after a totally biased court action (a 
huge sum then which they could not pay), they decided to 
move to Cobham. As quite a number of the Diggers came 
from there, they thought that they might be more sympatheti-
cally received. They received a rude awakening. Parson Platt, 
after meeting them and appearing to be sympathetic, in  
practice turned out to be ruthless. He organised two attacks  
in which 6 out of 8 houses, possessions and crops were  
destroyed. They decided that, in the face of organised  
oppression, they could not continue. (NB Winstanley loathed 
the clergy believing that they were agents of the powerful 
and wealthy and their role was to keep the mass of people 
subservient). Other groups of diggers had been formed but 
none, perhaps predictably, had lasted more than 2 years. 

He didn't change his views, however, writing in  
A New-yeers Gift for the Parliament and armie  
(1 Jan. 1650) 

The land was made for all and true religion is to let  
everyone enjoy it. ...True Religion ... is ... to make  
restitution of the Earth ...and so set the oppressed free.  

This was now what he saw religion as being. 

In his last and perhaps greatest work which was addressed 
directly to Cromwell who had asked for ideas on reform, The 
Law of Freedom, he set out his views on the Laws of the 
Land. 

He proposed that the electorate should have no property 
qualification, the head of a labouring household being as  
entitled as that of the gentry, and, in place of the clergy, 
'Ministers' elected for one year would read out news and  
The Laws of the Commonwealth (but not expound on them) 
and speak on 'Arts and Sciences' (e.g. Physics and the Nature 
of Plants). The Minister may discourse on 'the Nature of 
Mankind, of his darkness and his light; his weakness and his 
strength, his love and his envy, his sorrow and joy, his inner 
and outer bondages, his inward and outward freedoms'. And, 
interestingly,  

everyone who hath any experience, and is able to speak of 
any art or language, or of the nature of the heavens 
above, or of the earth below, shall have liberty to 
speak ....(but) ..  nothing by imagination, but what he has 
found out by his own industry and observation in tryal. 

To Winstanley, these subjects were religion. The Nature of 
Mankind is linked to the Law of Nature (or God). Of the  
Bible, no mention.   

Among the many officer roles he suggested were post-
masters, operators of a national communication network.  
He also argued for small army units in each area, acting 
rather as the police do today and, on education, an end to  
selection, with schooling for all boys and girls.  

He ended The Laws of Freedom with a draft constitution, 
containing 62 laws, each with a drastic punishment. Anyone 
administering the Law for reward (corruption) shall “dye as a 
traytor to the Commonwealth” and death also the penalty for 
“buying or selling the earth or fruits thereof”, and practising 
as a priest, described as “put to death for a witch or 
cheater” (he believed that preaching about hell and life after 
death amounted to witchcraft).  

At first sight, it is difficult to square these punishments  
with his pacifist views on war but he argued that death was 
actually preferable to imprisonment where, because of the  page 10 

conditions and diet, the majority of inmates suffered greatly 
and eventually died from a range of diseases. 

His views that Heaven and Hell were on earth, that God and 
the Devil were reflected in qualities with Reason and Right-
eousness, the Power Of Light, overcoming Selfishness and 
Covetousness, the Power of Darkness, his strong opposition 
to the clergy would suggest that he was, at a minimum, some 
kind of humanist and, certainly, a secularist and many com-
mentators have described him as such. His references to God 
as the maker of the earth and the occasional use of the scrip-
tures to illustrate his arguments may suggest that he was a 
'partial' believer, hence being called a 'Christian Humanist'  
by some.  

Regardless, he was undoubtedly a remarkable man. Capable 
of great insights and vision, his views on education, women's 
rights, suffrage, the ministry, the damnation of much of  
Calvinist preaching and the adoption of a humanist perspec-
tive on how society should function puts him light years 
ahead of his time. A man worth remembering and honouring.  

Most of all, he was certainly one of the first outside the  
monasteries, if not the first, to attempt to put the idea of 
'practical morality' into actual practice, where people would 
work for the common good, sharing dwellings, possessions 
and produce. He envisaged a 'Commonwealth' where all 
would share equally. Christopher Hampton in his anthology 
A Radical Reader:the struggle for change in England 
1381 – 1914 describes him as communist. Although he was 
defeated by the combined forces of the landed gentry and  
the church, it might be argued that what he tried to do laid 
foundations for the socialist and communist parties that 
evolved in a later period and movements such as the  
Co-operative that aimed to share proceeds between members 
or John Lewis that rewards its employees through  
partnership. 

Footnote.  
Gerrard Winstanley (1609-76) wrote 23 pamphlets between 
1648 and 1651. After that, he ceased to campaign but was,  
for some time, a member of the Quakers, a group that  
subscribed to some of his views and had become the leading 
opponents of the state and the Calvinists after the decline  
of the Levellers. 

John Severs, a member of AGS, is a retired lecturer in  
teacher training with three books and many articles on 

professional matters to his credit. He is also a member of 
Amnesty International, CND and the BHA. 
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From John Severs 
 

I would be very happy to support Frank McManus’s 
call for a massive leap leftwards, away from the policies 
we have experienced in the Blair/Brown era (and, sadly, 
the candidates for the Labour Leadership who all 
espouse much of the same).   
I am at a loss, however, to understand just why he 
believes that ‘Christian’ socialism, whatever that is, is 
in any way going to help achieve this and why we 
should embrace it. Why not Muslim socialism or Taoist 
socialism or evangelical socialism?  
Religions are not only based on myth and superstition, 
each lays claim to be the sole developers and 
perpetrators of what is ethically right (e.g. Christian 
‘morals’) when in reality such a code of ‘good’ 
behaviour was developed over many thousands of years 
on the basis of what helped survival and good 
community living, embraced by such as Greeks and 
Romans, and finally co-opted by the Christians.  
Many reformers over the centuries have damned them 
for their intolerance, unwilling to accept any opposition, 
and support for rulers, helping to keep the majority 
subservient. They have had to be dragged screaming 
into accepting social reforms, never leading, always 
backward. Today, we have the protestants tying 
themselves into knots over gay rights and the lack of 
equality for women, with RCs, apart from echoing the 
above, shamefully, maintaining opposition to birth 
control, with the failure to use condoms massively 

aiding the frightening spread of aids in Africa and the 
deaths of hundreds of thousands of people and to any 
kind of abortion, however humane.   
The most accepting of the rights to equality, sexual 
freedom and to lead a lifestyle of choice providing that 
it doesn’t positively harm others, etc. are humanists. 
We don’t need meaningless religious influences; good 
old plain Socialism, embracing economic and social – 
humanitarian – reform, will do just nicely, thank you.   
 
From Mike Davies 
 

Finally EU Human Rights Commissioner Reding has 
spoken out against the French government’s racist 
campaign against the Roma. Given that free movement 
of EU citizens within the EU is one of its founding 
principles, it is remarkable how acquiescent the EU has 
been so far. The moral and legal cases against France 
are clear as daylight. 

Of course, France is not alone. Racism against travellers 
is the last bastion of  “acceptable” racism in Britain and 
elsewhere in Europe. British minister Eric Pickles 
exemplifies this. Not content with the removal of the 
(almost entirely ignored) duty on local authorities to 
provide sites for travellers, he is changing the law to 
make it much harder for them to provide sites for 
themselves. 

Perhaps that is why our own government has been so 
silent on the issue. 
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E ven at £20, this book is well worth reading. It is extremely 
clearly written and expresses complex and controversial 

economic issues in a very striking way through concrete 
examples (and some rather good jokes). 

The book debunks the free-market theory which has dominated 
economics for thirty years. Each chapter starts with a thumbnail 
sketch of what “they” tell you about an issue, followed by a 
lively rebuttal based on facts and figures and some 
consideration of what actually happens. 

Chang asserts that there is no such thing as a perfectly free 
market. Restraints and assumptions are always built into any 
market, whether or not they are explicitly recognised.  

He denies that companies should only be run in the interests of 
the owners. Chang explores the contradictions which arise from 
a separation between shareholders and professional managers, 
warns against the thirst for short-term profit and asserts the 
rights of other “stakeholders” (suppliers, workers, customers) to 
have a say. His case-study of General Motors puts this bluntly. 

He punctures the myth that low inflation is the key goal of 
economic policy, quoting many examples where high inflation 
correlates with economic take-off and growth. 

A core assertion, well backed by statistics and explanations, is 
that “Free-market policies rarely make poor countries richer”. 
Chang points out that the governments of advanced western 
economies in the early days of their development used 
protective policies and subsidies to nurture industry. The 
success stories in the post war period, such as Japan, Taiwan, 
were all supported by state intervention not to say downright 
state direction of the economy. 

Chang undermines some of the wilder claims about global-
isation, pointing out (as usual with clear facts and figures and a 
strong rationale) that capital is still very much entangled with 
nationality.  However big and multinational firms get, they still 
tend to have a specific national base. So national governments 
do have the power to influence and plan economic life. 

His chapter “We do not live in a post industrial age” asserts the 
continued importance of manufacturing, explaining that 
developments have concealed rather than changed that, and 
showing how a large service sector can be a drag on the  
economy because it is not always easy to raise productivity in 
service industries. 

The chapter “Financial markets need to become less, not more, 
efficient” is Chang’s account of the causes of the liquidity crisis 
of 2007-2008. He thinks free-market economists created the 
conditions for the financial crisis and that we need to worry 
about the “gap” between the easy profits which can be made in 
the world of finance and the hard work of sustaining viable 
manufacturing industries. 

All this means that this book will be of great interest to people 
who are trying to work out their own understanding of the 
current economic situation: the risk of “double-dip” recession; 
whether the government and the Labour opposition are right to 
call for cuts in public expenditure; whether the government is 
right to call for the level and intensity of cuts that they do; 
whether the call to reduce “big government” is going to improve 
the living standards and happiness of people in this country. 

Chang’s book provides some useful arguments against the 

economic doctrine which fuels the coalition’s policies. 

However, there are contradictions within his position. He is by 
no means a socialist; indeed, he assumes that the experience of 
the Soviet Union proves that central economic planning is a 
failure. (Nevertheless he has to admit that the industrialisation 
of the 1930s paved the way for throwing back the German 
invasion in World War II). 

Chang believes that individual self-interest is the best, but not 
the only, motivator. He thinks that if you seek the best in people 
you will get the best. 

Although he believes individual effort must be rewarded, he 
notes that the whole process is now getting out of hand and 
requires regulation. He explains that there is no justification for 
the bloated salaries paid to managers in the US and the UK. 
Chang shows that much more effective managers elsewhere are 
paid proportionately less.  

He links this problem with the way “limited liability” joint-
stock corporations have grown up. He explains that such 
companies, where investors own shares in the company which 
they can buy and sell, has enabled amounts of capital to be 
concentrated which have made economic development possible, 
but at the same time he calls limited liability the “dumbest idea 
in the world”. He supports measures which force shareholders 
to commit to the long-term health of their company. 

While Chang believes that an effective welfare system including 
health-care is vital, it is more from the point of view of an 
efficient capitalist economy than of a vision of a fairer society.  

Chang explains the crisis of 2008 from excesses by individuals 
who need to be regulated better. He does not understand 
capitalism as a social order divided from the start by a struggle 
between conflicting classes. Indeed, he considers such an 
outlook to be outdated. 

So he believes that if capitalism is properly regulated by 
governments, crises can be prevented and we can all live 
happily. This rather avoids the question why the capitalists 
themselves have been overturning such regulations as fast as 
they can over the last thirty years.  

Chang does not see the present economic crisis as the outcome 
of irreconcileable contradictions within capitalism. He believes 
it is the result of technical issues which can be resolved by 
public pressure. 

He relies on some “active economic citizenship” in general to 
“demand the right courses of action from those in decision-
making positions”. These are old liberal illusions which the 
socialist movement left behind many years ago. Without strong 
trades unions, community organisations and political parties 
based on wage-earners (employed and unemployed), there can  
be no effective “active economic citizenship” to challenge the 
power of capital.  

Many, including no doubt some readers of  “������
���	
�	� ” , will share Chang’s reservations about a fully 
socialist society, and place their hopes in a regulated capitalism. 
A successful defence of social gains requires an alliance 
between them and those of us who are convinced socialists.  

     Reviews  
  A look at the latest ammunition for the struggle 

“23 Things they Don’t Tell You About Capitalism”  
by Ha-Joon Chang.        Allen Lane, £20        review by Bob Archer 
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BOTH MAIN PARTIES , in the run up to the  
general election, made clear their intention to use 
the recession as an excuse for huge cuts in public 
services. Both Labour and the ConDems also 
planned to use the situation further to enrich their 
friends in the City with a new and savage round of 
privatisations. The ConDem government are using 
the economic crisis to impose their “shock  
doctrine” on us - just as Labour would have done. 

NATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE 
Local campaigns erupted in the last few months of the 
Labour government as their restructuring of health  
services was implemented. That Labour plan included 
the downgrading of local general hospitals (closing  
departments like Accident & Emergency and Maternity) 
and providing treatment like heart, stroke and major 
trauma only in a few specialist hospitals. This remains  
a major threat to local hospitals across the UK.  

The Labour plan was to transfer much care out of  
hospitals, and into “community” health services. All  
Primary Care Trusts then had to divide community 
health services into “commissioner” and “provider” arms 
- half way to privatisation. Labour’s idea was  
a restructuring to enable the private (and voluntary)  
sector to replace NHS bodies providing local health  
services . 

Accident & Emergency departments were to be  
replaced by “Polyclinics”,  many farmed out to big  
commercial healthcare companies. They threatened  
the survival of nearby traditional GP surgeries. 

These Labour changes were the latest in a long series 
of NHS changes. It started under the Tories with the 
“purchaser/provider split”. This worsened under New 
Labour. Now the Tories (and LibDems) once again  
pick up the process of further privatising our NHS. 

This ConDem government proposes to abolish the  
publicly run Primary Care Trusts - and simply give the 
entire budget for buying health care to Polyclinics and 
groups of GPs. There will be no accountability, but 
plenty of opportunity for big health corporations 
(including foreign companies) to make a killing.  

Already, where “HealthCos” have taken over GP  
services, we see them (as local commissioners) giving 

our money to themselves (as providers of secondary 
care) and buying drugs from themselves. The NHS 
name will be used as cover for passing our money, in 
large quantities, to private companies. 

Meanwhile hospitals built under Labour’s “Private  
Finance Initiative” are already draining the NHS of cash. 
Such hospitals are mortgaged to the hilt for many years 
ahead. There are PFI-built hospitals today which the 
NHS cannot afford to run (and which may not be fit for 
future needs anyway!) which our children will have to 
fund for decades. 

The source of these changes is thirty years of intensive 
and successful lobbying of politicians and the media  
by the big commercial healthcare companies. Each  
restructuring is designed to make it easier and more 
profitable for commercial healthcare companies to bid 
for selected (profitable) NHS services. 

Politicians of each major party are in a “revolving door” 
with big global health firms. After a spell in office selling 
off our NHS to these firms, the ex-ministers join the 
board or score big fees as “consultants”. Labour and 
Conservatives simply swap roles seamlessly when the 
government changes. 

The British Medical Association has set up their  “Look 
After our NHS” campaign, which is working with trade 
unionists and campaigners in “Keep Our NHS Public” to 
warn of these dangers and mobilise support to defend 
the NHS. The Alliance for Green Socialism actively 
supports this campaign. If elected, AGS representatives 
will fight hard for its aims. 

SOCIAL CARE 
Frail elderly people can continue to live in their own 
homes and in the community if they can receive some 
care and help at home. Up till recently, councils directly 
employed carers who were properly-paid and worked 
under union-negotiated conditions. They mostly dealt 
with the same clients every day, getting to know their 
needs and likings.  

This was first broken up in some boroughs when the  
job was put out to contract and casual workers brought 
in with little continuity of care or relationship with the  
clients. Next, all the clients will be assigned an 
“individual budget” and will become responsible for  
hiring their own carers and taking on all an employer’s 
responsibilities. For many older people this is just an 
added burden and a worry. Social care for the aged 
should be a right and the provision should be clear and 
straightforward. The carers must have full trade union 
rights if they are expected to perform a difficult job 
which requires skill, tact and sensitivity. 

Elderly people have paid taxes and National Insurance 
contributions throughout their lives. They should not be 
taxed or charged again for this service. It would cost an 
estimated £400 million a year to provide it. Small beer 
compared with the £12 billion spent on a failed NHS 
computer system which has now been largely  
abandoned. 

Who would you prefer to privatise your  
                                                                                                                          This is the text of a current    AGS leaflet on privatisation
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Who would you prefer to privatise your  services?   New Labour or ConDem? 
s the text of a current    AGS leaflet on privatisation 

COUNCIL SERVICES 
Amidst a lot of propaganda about “protecting front-line 
services”, Labour planned massive cuts in services  
provided by local councils – children’s services, schools, 
social work, libraries, swimming pools, parks, playing 
fields, rubbish collection, street cleaning and support for 
voluntary bodies. 

At the same time pilot schemes were testing out how to 
privatise council services along similar lines to the NHS. 
Labour wanted council departments just to manage the 
“commissioning” process through which contractors bid 
to run schools, social services, social care and all the 
other things councils do. 

This reorganisation was a further step to ending the  
universal provision of a service (i.e. something the  
council-tax payer receives by right) and towards  
charging for services, which always hits people on low 
incomes the hardest. The ConDem government is  
carrying on these plans and is forcing huge cuts on  
local councils. Cameron’s “Big Society” is just a name 
for cutting services.  

The Alliance for Green Socialism stands foursquare 
with council workers fighting redundancies and along-
side communities campaigning to keep their vital ser-
vices in the public sector. If you have the chance, vote 
AGS and take this fight to local councils and parliament. 

ROYAL MAIL 
Postal workers know that, under Labour plans, up to  
half the mail centres would be closed over the next few 
years. Labour aimed to make the business a profitable 

and a tempting target for privatisation. 
The ConDem successors to Labour are 
continuing the privatization process 
and speeding it up. Mail is not to be a 
service for people but a cash cow for 
big business. 

Potential buyers have already let slip 
that they will reduce the number of de-
liveries to two or three a week. They 
would like to end the “universal service” 
that delivers letters at the same price to 
any address in the country, and charge 
more for longer or more difficult deliver-
ies, such as isolated rural addresses.  

A privately-owned postal service could 
even stop doorstep deliveries alto-
gether and hold items for collection by 

addressees at local centres. The most vulnerable peo-
ple in society, the old, the infirm, and those with special 
needs, would suffer the most from all of this. The logic of 
capitalism! 

GOVERNMENT SERVICES 
Besides planning to sack large numbers of civil service 
workers – and to cheat them of their agreed redundancy 
settlements and pensions – Labour planned to sell off 
massive chunks of public assets. The Labour Treasury 

tasked Gerry Grimstone(privatisation guru for Margaret 
Thatcher!), with “finding ways to raise cash from public 
sector assets”.  

The Tories agree. They want to move as many govern-
ment services as possible into the hands of private 
profiteers. This would expose more and more national 
assets and vital government departments to the  
tender mercy of “market forces”. The bankers are  
licking their lips!  

SCHOOLS 
It was Blair’s Labour government that introduced 
“Academies” in 2002. Labour continually increased the 
number of these, right up to the last election. Now the 
ConDem government is continuing that policy, pushing 
for more academies, seeking a big increase quickly. 

Labour’s Academy scheme gave private sponsors as 
much as £35 million (of our money) to build and run a 
school which was then outside local democratic control. 

It could even teach creationism if its sponsors wished! 
The staff lost their nationally negotiated terms and  
conditions. Pupils could be expelled on a whim.  
Parents had no rights, not even to speak to the school 
management. And the final irony was that the sponsors 
often never came up with their contribution to funding! 

The Tories are taking Labour’s process to its logical,  
privatizing conclusion. They want to break up the state 
education system into private fragments: academies, 
trust schools, free schools, etc. Of course, what most 
parents want is just a good, local state school. Or  
would you prefer your children to be educated by  
Tesco, the Royal Bank of Scotland, or perhaps the  
local Rotary Club? 

The Campaign for State Education and the Anti-
Academies Alliance, with the backing of education un-
ions, parents’ organisations and the TUC, are working 
to defend public provision and public control. The AGS 
supports this work and its representatives would oppose 
all privatisation of education. 

Don’t be fooled by Labour politicians  
pretending  to oppose Tory/Lib Dem cuts  

and privatisations.  The ConDems are just  
continuing New Labour’s own policies.  
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